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ABSTRACT
Perceptions and Needs of Agricultural Teachers on
Classroom Diversity and Inclusion
Hari K. Vommi
Classrooms in the United States are more diverse than ever. It is predicted that nearly half
of the public education students in the United States will be other than White by 2019.
Teachers should have positive attitudes towards classroom diversity and inclusion. They
should be well prepared to teach effectively in a diverse classroom. The purpose of the
study was to examine the perceptions, the perceived confidence levels, and the perceived
needs of agricultural teachers on classroom diversity, inclusion and multicultural
education. The study also assessed the willingness of the teachers to participate in college
courses and/or professional trainings on classroom diversity and inclusion.
The study used a descriptive correlational research design. A web-based questionnaire
was sent to all agricultural teachers in the states of Kentucky, Maryland, Ohio,
Pennsylvania, Virginia, and West Virginia that were employed during spring 2012 (N =
1441). Of these, 433 teachers responded for a 30% response rate. No statistically
significant differences were found as early and late respondents were compared on three
key demographic variables. However, because of the response rate, the researcher elected
to limit the conclusions to the individuals who responded to the study.
Agricultural teachers believed that racially and culturally diverse students are as equally
capable academically as their White counterparts. Further, they agreed that English as
Second Language (ESL) students and students with disabilities are capable of high
academic achievement when taught with appropriate teaching techniques. The findings of
the study indicated that agricultural teachers understood the concept of classroom
diversity. They felt confident teaching racially, culturally, and linguistically diverse
students and students with disabilities.
However, the results of the study indicated that the teachers needed additional
information on classroom diversity, inclusion, and multicultural education. They agreed
more that they needed additional information on teaching techniques to use with ESL
students and students with disabilities as compared to racially and culturally diverse
students. Agricultural teachers were willing to participate in in-service professional
trainings to acquire necessary skills to teach in a diverse classroom.

DEDICATION
I dedicate this dissertation to all my wonderful family members, teachers, and
friends who have supported, encouraged, and cheered me in every step of my way. Thank
you one and all for making this happen.

iii

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
I express my sincere appreciation to Dr. Douglas LaVergne, chair of my graduate
committee for his continued support, guidance and encouragement during the course of
this research study.
I would like to wholeheartedly thank my committee members Dr. Deborah
Boone, Dr. Harry Boone, Dr. Stacy Gartin, and Dr. John Kessell for keeping me on track
with my research all the time.
I thank all my teachers and mentors who have helped in every step to reach this
point. I would also like to thank WVU administration for making my graduate journey a
memorable one.
And finally to my family and friends for the all the love, support, and
encouragement provided all along the way.

iv

TABLE OF CONTENTS

ABSTRACT ........................................................................................................................ ii
DEDICATION ................................................................................................................... iii
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ............................................................................................... iv
LIST OF FIGURES .......................................................................................................... vii
LIST OF TABLES ........................................................................................................... viii
CHAPTER I ........................................................................................................................ 1
Diversity Index................................................................................................................ 2
Classroom Diversity........................................................................................................ 3
Diversity and Agricultural Education ............................................................................. 3
Diversity and Students with Disabilities ......................................................................... 5
Inclusive Education ......................................................................................................... 5
Classroom Diversity and Teachers ................................................................................. 6
Statement of the Problem ................................................................................................ 7
Purpose and Objectives of the Study .............................................................................. 9
Significance of the Study .............................................................................................. 12
Limitations of the Study................................................................................................ 14
Assumptions.................................................................................................................. 14
Definition of Terms....................................................................................................... 14
CHAPTER II ..................................................................................................................... 18
Purpose and Objectives of the Study ............................................................................ 18
Background ................................................................................................................... 21
The History of Multicultural Education ........................................................................ 22
Inclusion of Students with Disabilities ......................................................................... 23
Dimensions of Multicultural Education ........................................................................ 28
Culturally Responsive Pedagogy .................................................................................. 33
Diversity Inclusion ........................................................................................................ 38
Conceptual Framework ................................................................................................. 55
CHAPTER III ................................................................................................................... 58
Purpose and Objectives of the Study ............................................................................ 58
v

Research Design............................................................................................................ 61
Population ..................................................................................................................... 62
Instrumentation ............................................................................................................. 63
Reliability and Validity ................................................................................................. 64
Data Collection ............................................................................................................. 65
Nonresponse Error ........................................................................................................ 66
Data Analysis ................................................................................................................ 67
Use of Findings ............................................................................................................. 69
CHAPTER IV ................................................................................................................... 70
Purpose and Objectives of the Study ............................................................................ 70
Findings......................................................................................................................... 73
Tests of Hypotheses .................................................................................................... 101
CHAPTER V .................................................................................................................. 154
Purpose and Objectives of the Study .......................................................................... 154
Summary ..................................................................................................................... 157
Conclusions ................................................................................................................. 169
Recommendations ....................................................................................................... 178
REFERENCES ............................................................................................................... 183
APPENDICES ................................................................................................................ 199
APPENDIX A ................................................................................................................. 200
APPENDIX B ................................................................................................................. 203
APPENDIX C ................................................................................................................. 205
APPENDIX D ................................................................................................................. 207
APPENDIX E ................................................................................................................. 209
APPENDIX F.................................................................................................................. 211
APPENDIX G ................................................................................................................. 213
APPENDIX H ................................................................................................................. 215
APPENDIX I .................................................................................................................. 217
VITA ............................................................................................................................... 233

vi

LIST OF FIGURES
Figure
1

Page
Conceptual Dimensions of Classroom Diversity .......................................57

vii

LIST OF TABLES
Table

Page

1

Reliability of the Instrument............................................................................ 65

2

Nonresponse Error ........................................................................................... 67

3

Cohen Conversion for Magnitude of Effect Size ............................................ 69

4

Number of Agricultural Teachers Who Responded to the Survey .................. 73

5

Gender of Agricultural Teachers ..................................................................... 74

6

Age of Survey Participants .............................................................................. 75

7

Highest Degree Earned by Agricultural Teachers ........................................... 76

8

Years of Teaching Experience ........................................................................ 77

9

Race and Ethnicity of Respondents ................................................................. 78

10

Area Agricultural Teachers Grew Up ............................................................. 79

11

School Setting of Agricultural Teachers ......................................................... 80

12

Number of Agricultural Teachers Who had Classroom
Diversity/Multicultural Education Course(s)/Training(s) ............................... 81

13

Number of Classroom Diversity/Multicultural Education
Courses(s)/Training(s) Attended by Agricultural Teachers ............................ 83

14

The Perceptions of Respondents on Classroom Diversity
and Inclusion ................................................................................................... 86

15

The Perceived Confidence Levels of Respondents on
Teaching in a Diverse Classroom .................................................................... 90

16

The Perceived Needs of Teachers on Classroom Diversity
and Inclusion ................................................................................................... 94

17

The Willingness of Respondents to Participate in College Courses/
Professional Trainings on Classroom Diversity and Inclusion ....................... 98

18

Composite Score Averages of the Four Constructs of the Study .................. 101

19

Comparison of the Perceptions of Teachers on Classroom Diversity
by Gender ...................................................................................................... 102

20

Summary of the Perceptions Scale by Age ................................................... 103

21

Analysis of Variance: The Perceptions Scale by Age ................................... 104

22

Comparison of the Perceptions Scale by Level of Education ....................... 105
viii

23

Summary of the Perceptions Scale by State .................................................. 106

24

Analysis of Variance: The Perceptions Scale by State.................................. 106

25

Summary of the Perceptions Scale by Years of Teaching Experience ......... 107

26

Analysis of Variance: The Perceptions Scale by Years of
Teaching Experience ..................................................................................... 108

27

Summary of the Perceptions Scale by Area Teachers Grew Up ................... 109

28

Analysis of Variance: The Perceptions Scale by
Area Teachers Grew Up ................................................................................ 109

29

Summary of the Perceptions Scale by School District Description .............. 110

30

Analysis of Variance: The Perceptions Scale by
School District Description ........................................................................... 110

31

Comparison of the Perceptions Scale by Pre-service Course(s) Taken ........ 111

32

Comparison of the Perceptions Scale by Pre-service
Training(s) Attended ..................................................................................... 112

33

Comparison of the Perceptions Scale by In-service
Training(s) Attended ..................................................................................... 113

34

Comparison of the Perceived Confidence Levels Scale by Gender .............. 115

35

Summary of the Perceived Confidence Levels Scale by Age ....................... 115

36

Analysis of Variance: The Perceived Confidence Levels Scale by Age ....... 116

37

Comparison of the Perceived Confidence Levels Scale by
Level of Education ........................................................................................ 117

38

Summary of the Perceived Confidence Levels Scale by State ...................... 118

39

Analysis of Variance: The Perceived Confidence Levels Scale by State ..... 119

40

Summary of the Perceived Confidence Levels Scale by Years of
Teaching Experience ..................................................................................... 120

41

Analysis of Variance: The Perceived Confidence Levels Scale by
Teaching Experience ..................................................................................... 120

42

Summary of the Perceived Confidence Levels Scale by
Area Teachers Grew Up ................................................................................ 121

43

Analysis of Variance: The Perceptions Scale by
Area Teachers Grew Up ................................................................................ 122

44

Summary of the Perceived Confidence Levels Scale by
School District Description ........................................................................... 122
ix

45

Analysis of Variance: The Perceived Confidence Levels Scale by
School District Description ........................................................................... 123

46

Comparison of the Confidence Levels Scale by
Pre-service Course(s) Taken ......................................................................... 124

47

Comparison of the Confidence Levels Scale by Pre-service
Training(s) Attended ..................................................................................... 125

48

Comparison of the Confidence Levels Scale by In-service
Training(s) Attended ..................................................................................... 126

49

Comparison of the Perceived Needs Scale by Gender .................................. 127

50

Summary of the Perceived Needs Scale by Age ........................................... 128

51

Analysis of Variance: The Perceived Needs Scale by Age ........................... 128

52

Comparison of the Perceived Needs Scale by Level of Education ............... 130

53

Summary of the Perceived Needs Scale by State .......................................... 130

54

Analysis of Variance: The Perceived Needs Scale by State ......................... 131

55

Summary of the Perceived Needs Scale by
Years of Teaching Experience ...................................................................... 132

56

Analysis of Variance: The Perceived Needs Scale by
Teaching Experience ..................................................................................... 133

57

Summary of the Perceived Needs Scale by Area Teachers Grew Up ........... 133

58

Analysis of Variance: The Perceived Needs Scale by Area
Teachers Grew Up ......................................................................................... 134

59

Summary of the Perceived Needs Scale by School District Description ...... 135

60

Analysis of Variance: The Perceived Needs Scale by
School District Description ........................................................................... 135

61

Comparison of the Perceived Needs Scale by
Pre-service Course(s) Taken ......................................................................... 137

62

Comparison of the Perceived Needs Scale by Pre-service
Training(s) Attended ..................................................................................... 138

63

Comparison of the Perceived Needs Scale by In-service
Training(s) Attended ..................................................................................... 139

64

Comparison of the Willingness Scale by Gender .......................................... 140

65

Summary of the Willingness Scale by Age ................................................... 141

66

Analysis of Variance: The Willingness Scale by Age .................................. 142
x

67

Comparison of the Willingness Scale by Level of Education ....................... 143

68

Summary of the Willingness Scale by State ................................................. 144

69

Analysis of Variance: The Willingness Scale by State ................................. 145

70

Summary of the Willingness Scale by Years of Teaching Experience ......... 146

71

Analysis of Variance: The Willingness Scale by Teaching Experience ....... 147

72

Summary of the Willingness Scale by Area Teachers Grew Up .................. 148

73

Analysis of Variance: The Willingness Scale by
Area Teachers Grew Up ................................................................................ 148

74

Summary of the Willingness Scale by School District Description .............. 149

75

Analysis of Variance: The Willingness Scale by
School District Description ........................................................................... 150

76

Comparison of the Willingness Scale by Pre-service Course(s) Taken ........ 151

77

Comparison of the Willingness Scale by Pre-service
Training(s) Attended ..................................................................................... 152

78

Comparison of the Willingness Scale by In-service
Training(s) Attended ..................................................................................... 153

xi

CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Classrooms in the United States are more diverse than ever before. The most
significant challenge faced by teachers today, is to meet the needs of the all students in
their classrooms. The percentage of White students in United States public schools
decreased from 68% to 55% from 1989 to 2009 (United States Department of Education
[USDOE], 2011b). During the same period the percentage of Hispanic students doubled
from 11% to 22% (USDOE, 2011b). Twenty-one percent of all children aged 5-17 spoke
a language other than English at home in 2009 (USDOE, 2011b). The percentage of
school children in the United States whose primary language will not be English will
reach 40% by 2050 (Lindholm-Leary, 2000).
The dynamics of diversity in the public school classrooms is projected to decrease
four percent for African-American and Caucasian students, while increasing 36% for
Hispanic students, 31% for Asian or Pacific Islanders, and 13% for American Indians or
Alaska Natives between 2007 and 2019 (USDOE, 2011a). To sum up, nearly half of the
public education students in the United States will be other than White by 2019 (USDOE,
2011a).
During the 2008-09 school year, 13% (6.5 million) of all children and youth
received some form of special education services in public schools (USDOE, 2011b).
During 2007-08 school year, 98% of public schools had at least one student with an
Individual Education Plan (IEP), with a school average of 12% (USDOE, 2009a). In
terms of the Limited-English Proficient (LEP) student population, 11% of all public
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school students were LEP and nearly 67% of all public schools had at least one student
with a LEP (USDOE, 2009a).
Between 1993 and 2006, the diversity index of the school students in the United
States grew from 52% to 61% (Gebeloff, Evans, & Scheinkman, 2011). However,
teachers serving this diverse student population in the United States are primarily female,
middle class, European-Americans (Irvine, 2003; Strizek, Pittsonberger, Riordan, Lyter,
& Orlofsky, 2006). According to the results from the 2007-08 schools and staffing survey
published by USDOE in 2009, more than 83% of the public school teachers in the United
States are White, non-Hispanic (USDOE, 2009b).
Diversity Index
Classroom diversity in the United States varies vastly from state to state. “Growth
in diversity of an area is a powerful measure of change” (Environmental Systems
Research Institute [Esri], 2010, p. 1). Tracking trends in diversity shifts is important in
understanding the needs of the local population (Esri, 2010). One method of expressing
the racial/ethnic mix of a population in an area is the Diversity Index (DI). “The DI
represents the likelihood that two persons, chosen at random from the same area, belong
to different racial or ethnic groups” (Esri, 2010, p. 1). The DI calculations by Esri were
based on seven race groups; six single-race groups (White, Black, American Indian,
Asian, Pacific Islander, and some other race) and one multiple-race group (two or more
races). Each race group is further divided into two ethnic origins, Hispanic and nonHispanic (Esri, 2010).
The DI ranges from zero (no diversity) to 100 (complete diversity). If the entire
population in an area belongs to one race/ethnic group, then an area has zero diversity.
2

The DI of an area increases to 100 when the population is evenly divided into two or
more race/ethnic groups (Esri, 2010). The DI for the United States in 2010 was 61. A DI
of 61 means that the chance of two people randomly chosen from the U.S. population
would belong to different race or ethnic groups is 61%. However, the DI in the U.S.
varies from 10 to 83 by state and from one to 90 by county (Esri, 2010). Nevada, Florida,
California, New York, and Texas are the most diverse states in the United States while
North Dakota, New Hampshire, West Virginia, Maine, and Vermont are the least diverse
(Gebeloff, Evans, & Scheinkman, 2011). Population diversity in states such as California,
Texas, New Mexico, and Arizona are examples of future trends across the United States
(Naisbitt, 1982).
Classroom Diversity
Merriam-Webster dictionary (2012) defines diversity as “the condition of having
or being composed of differing elements and the inclusion of different types of people (as
people of different races or cultures) in a group or organization.” Classrooms in United
States educational institutions are more diverse than ever. The differences among groups
of students in a classroom could consist of their gender, age, race, culture, learning styles,
reading level, athletic ability, intelligence quotient, personality, religious beliefs, students
with disabilities and the list goes on.
Diversity and Agricultural Education
Minorities and women are underrepresented in the profession across the nation
due to embedded biases in agriculture education (Bowen, 1993). Educators unconsciously
base their expectations for student performance on factors like gender, ethnicity, and
socioeconomic status instead of on ability (Green, 1989). Expectations of the educators
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can encourage or discourage participation and achievement of students of diverse groups
(Bowen, 1993). Agricultural educators are uneasy and impatient towards people with
different languages, dialects or thinking process (Bowen, 1993).
In 1991, the population diversity work group of the American Association for
Agricultural Education (AAAE) concluded that nothing special or different has been
done in most agricultural education departments across the United States to recruit and
retain students of color (Bowen et al., 1991). The study revealed that most educators did
not perceive recruitment, retention, and support of diverse student groups as a problem or
concern in agricultural education (Bowen et al., 1991). Further, the committee felt a great
need to increase knowledge and awareness of educators in agricultural education about
diverse populations in the United States (Bowen et al., 1991).
Luft (1996) found that agricultural educators were not making a strong effort to
recruit minority students into their programs. He concluded that cultural diversity
practices in the classrooms of secondary agricultural educators were often limited. Bell
(2000) recommended that colleges and universities with the mission of preparing
agricultural teachers should continue to provide students with multicultural experiences
both of a formal and informal nature. Talbert and Edwin (2008) recommended that
students in agriculture education should be prepared on classroom diversity not just at a
knowledge level but at a process level.
Agriculture as a profession has made progress towards diversity, but it still lacks
diversity at the level advocated by government agencies (Kantrovich, 2010). At all levels,
from secondary school enrollments to faculty positions at universities, the profession of
agricultural education failed to keep pace with the ever increasing diversity in the United
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States (LaVergne, 2008). The majority of agricultural educators today are male, White,
non-Hispanic (Kantrovich, 2010). African-American teachers comprise 1.5% of the
agricultural educators while Hispanic teachers comprise 1.2%. Native American/Native
Alaskan and Asian/Pacific Islanders combined make up 0.5% of the agricultural teachers
nationwide (Kantrovich, 2010).
Diversity and Students with Disabilities
Classroom diversity also includes students with disabilities. Public Law 94-142
(Education of All Handicapped Children Act, 1975) is a landmark legislation requiring
all public schools to provide education to all handicapped children and adults ages 3-21
in a “least restrictive environment.” Major changes in schools took place to accommodate
students with disabilities and provide equitable education (Boyer, 1979). Efforts of
federal and state governments and educational institutions resulted in inclusion of
students with disabilities in regular classroom settings (LaVergne, 2008). This inclusion
required different kinds of accommodations and had a significant impact on the nature of
teaching (Moore-Hayes, 2008).
Teachers in general education often reported lack of knowledge and skills to teach
special needs students effectively (Hyunsoo, 2004). Researchers reported that many
agricultural educators in Pennsylvania did not have appropriate training and felt less than
competent while working with students with disabilities. (Baggett, Scanlon, & Curtis,
1985; Elbert & Baggett, 2003).
Inclusive Education
Nevada Partnership for Inclusive Education (nvpie) (2011) defines inclusion as
“an educational approach and philosophy that provides all students with community
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membership and greater opportunities for academic and social achievement.” Every
child has unique learning needs that require an educational program tailor-made to their
needs and characteristics (Knight, 1999). Inclusion should make sure that each and every
student feels welcome and their unique needs and learning styles are respected and
attended to (Nevada Partnership for Inclusive Education, 2011). Inclusion has a positive
impact on the cognitive and personal development, broadens perspectives, and enhances
critical thinking skills of all students in the inclusive classroom (Banks, 1994).
Though the primary focus of inclusive education is on students with disabilities
and the special education curriculum, the term also includes culturally/linguistically
diverse students, and students who are diverse in terms of gender, religion, geographic
area, and socioeconomic status (LaVergne, 2008). To achieve the diversity inclusion, the
profession of agricultural education should fully accept and promote inclusion in the
agricultural classrooms and in other components of agricultural education as well
(LaVergne, 2008). Kessell, Wingenbach, and Lawver (2009) recommended greater
emphasis on the knowledge of inclusion strategies during student teaching experiences to
enable the agricultural teachers to teach students with disabilities.
Classroom Diversity and Teachers
Due to the increasing diversity in the classroom, a large proportion of teachers
will be working with students who differ from them racially, culturally, and in socialclass status (Banks, 1997; Howard, 2003). Although the numbers of students of color are
increasing, the percentages of teachers other than White non-Hispanic represent only a
small proportion (Irvine, 2003; Strizek, et al., 2006, Kantrovich, 2010). This results in a
cultural mismatch between the students’ school and home environment (Garcia, 2001). In
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order to achieve equity pedagogy, teachers must be able to construct pedagogical
practices that have relevance and meaning to students’ social and cultural realities
(Howard, 2003).
Though teachers understand the importance of classroom diversity, competency in
classrooms is often determined by their ability to apply their own cultural knowledge to
enable student learning (Sheets & Fong, 2003). Extensive research and development of
diversity ideologies in education has raised hope for improving schooling conditions for
all children (Gay 2010; Ladson-Billings 2001; Nieto 2000; Sheets & Fong, 2003).
However, researchers concede that the application of multicultural theory in the
classrooms is often inconsistent and ineffective (Gay 1995; Sheets & Fong, 2003, Sleeter
2001). The failure to adopt multicultural strategies in the classroom influences the
academic achievement of students of color (Gay, 1995; Sleeter, 2001). A considerable
academic achievement gap exists among African-American and Hispanic children as
compared to White students. The status dropout rates of students of color are much
higher than White students (USDOE, 2011b).
Agricultural classes are heterogeneous with students of diverse ages, interests,
ability levels, and maturity and home backgrounds. Accommodating the diverse needs of
these students requires extra effort of the educators as they need to provide instruction
tailored to individual needs, abilities, and learning styles (Lawrence, 2001).
Statement of the Problem
Classroom diversity in the United States has been significantly increasing in the
past few decades and is projected to increase in the future (USDOE, 2011a). The No
Child Left Behind Act (2001) provided a framework for the achievement of all students
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enrolled in United States public schools. Research confirms that the teacher is the most
influencing factor that affects student learning in the classroom (Marzano, 2003).
According to Fang (1996), classroom practices of teachers were related to teacher beliefs.
Research found that the attitudes and expectations of the teacher have a profound
influence on the performance of the students in the classroom (Marzano, 2003;
McLeskey & Waldron, 2007). Looking at the ever increasing classroom diversity in the
United States, the need to prepare teachers to teach effectively in a diverse classroom is
conspicuous and impelling (LaVergne, 2008).
Several researchers (Garcia, 2001; Gay, 2010; Ladson-Billings, 1994) have
recommended the practice of culturally responsive pedagogy within classroom
instruction to improve the achievement of culturally diverse students. Some states like
Texas mandated that teacher and administrator preparation programs adopt proficiencies
to be added to their standards enabling them to work effectively in diverse classrooms
(Policy Research Report, 1994).
With the changing classroom demographics in the United States and emphasis on
inclusive education, it is essential for an educator to be confident and competent to not
only teach linguistically, culturally, socio-economically diverse students but also include
students with disabilities. The agricultural teacher’s classroom is growing in diversity
every year though not at a level advocated by government agencies (Kantrovich, 2010).
The diversity in agricultural education does not reflect the diversity of the school-aged
population and failed to keep up with ever changing ethnic influx (LaVergne, 2008).
Recruitment and retention of diverse student populations in agricultural educational
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programs can be achieved by preparing agricultural teachers to effectively teach in a
diverse classroom.
Purpose and Objectives of the Study
The purpose of this study was to explore and analyze the perceptions of
agricultural teachers in Kentucky, Maryland, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Virginia and West
Virginia regarding classroom diversity and inclusion. The study evaluated the perceived
confidence levels and perceived needs of teachers on classroom diversity and inclusion.
This study was also designed to assess the levels of willingness of respondents to
participate in college courses/professional trainings on classroom diversity and inclusion.
A secondary purpose of the study was to explore the relationships between demographic
characteristics and the four constructs of the research. In order to address these
objectives, answers to the following research questions were sought:
1. What are the demographic characteristics of agricultural teachers?
2. What are the perceptions of agricultural teachers on classroom diversity and
inclusion?
3. What are the perceived confidence levels of agricultural teachers on teaching in a
diverse classroom?
4. What are the perceived needs of agricultural teachers on classroom diversity and
inclusion?
5. What are the levels of willingness of agricultural teachers to participate in college
courses/professional trainings on classroom diversity and inclusion?
6. Does a relationship exist between selected demographic variables and the four
constructs in the study; perceptions of agricultural teachers on classroom diversity
9

and inclusion, perceived confidence levels of teaching in a diverse classroom,
perceived needs of teachers on classroom diversity and inclusion, and willingness
of the teachers to participate in college courses/professional trainings?
The following null and alternative hypotheses were developed to guide this study.
Null Hypotheses
Ho1:

No differences exist in perceptions of agricultural teachers on classroom
diversity and inclusion in the presence of state, gender, age, level of
education, teaching experience, area teachers grew up, school setting, preservice diversity/multicultural course(s)/training(s) attended, or in-service
diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.

Ho2:

No differences exist in perceived confidence levels of agricultural teachers
on teaching in a diverse classroom in the presence of state, gender, age,
level of education, teaching experience, area teachers grew up, school
setting, pre-service diversity/multicultural course(s)/training(s) attended,
or in-service diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.

Ho3:

No differences exist in the needs of agricultural teachers on classroom
diversity and inclusion in the presence of state, gender, age, level of
education, teaching experience, and area teachers grew up, school setting,
pre-service diversity/multicultural course(s)/training(s) attended, or inservice diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.

Ho4:

No differences exist in the willingness of agricultural teachers to
participate in college courses/professional trainings on classroom diversity
and inclusion in the presence of state, gender, age, level of education,
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teaching experience, area teachers grew up, school setting, pre-service
diversity/multicultural course(s)/training(s) attended, or in-service
diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.
Alternative Hypotheses
Ha1:

Differences will exist in perceptions of agricultural teachers on classroom
diversity and inclusion in the presence of state, gender, age, level of
education, teaching experience, area teachers grew up, school setting, preservice diversity/multicultural course(s)/training(s) attended, or in-service
diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.

Ha2:

Differences will exist in perceived confidence levels of agricultural
teachers on teaching in a diverse classroom in the presence of state,
gender, age, level of education, teaching experience, area teachers grew
up, school setting, pre-service diversity/multicultural course(s)/training(s)
attended, or in-service diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.

Ha3:

Differences will exist in the needs of agricultural teachers on classroom
diversity and inclusion in the presence of state, gender, age, level of
education, teaching experience, and area teachers grew up, school setting,
pre-service diversity/multicultural course(s)/training(s) attended, or inservice diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.

Ha4:

Differences will exist in the willingness of agricultural teachers to
participate in college courses/professional trainings on classroom diversity
and inclusion in the presence of state, gender, age, level of education,
teaching experience, area teachers grew up, school setting, pre-service
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diversity/multicultural course(s)/training(s) attended, or in-service
diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.
Significance of the Study
Teachers are responsible for academic and comprehensive development of all
students in their classroom. Understanding the educational and instructional needs of
diverse students has become a critical challenge for teachers. Inclusive education will
encourage participation of students of color and students with disabilities in agricultural
education (LaVergne, 2008). Attitudes and expectations of the teacher have a significant
effect on the performance of the students in the classroom (Marzano, 2003; McLeskey &
Waldron, 2007). Teacher beliefs act as a barrier in instructional judgments and decisions
(Fang, 1996). The teacher should have adequate cultural knowledge of the students in the
classroom and adopt culturally responsive teaching to achieve equity pedagogy (Gay,
2010; Richard, Brown, & Forde, 2004; Villegas & Lucas, 2002).
It is projected that half of the children in the classroom will be students of color
by 2019 (USDOE, 2011a). Teachers should have knowledge, preparation and confidence
to effectively teach the racially, culturally, and linguistically diverse classrooms. With the
students with disabilities in the regular classrooms, teachers need to have knowledge of
the learning differences and types of disabilities as well (Darling- Hammond &
Bransford, 2005). By understanding teachers’ perceptions toward cultural diversity and
students with disabilities, relevant and effective curriculum can be developed to better
prepare the pre-service teachers. Further, educational leaders can use the information to
develop appropriate and effective professional development training for in-service
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teachers to include the implementation of culturally responsive pedagogy and to teach
students with disabilities effectively in a least restrictive environment.
One of the goals set by the National Strategic Plan and Action Agenda for
Agricultural Education: Reinventing Agricultural Education for the Year 2020 states:
“All students have access to seamless, lifelong instruction in agriculture, food, fiber and
natural resources systems through a wide variety of delivery methods and educational
setting” (National Council for Agricultural Education, 2000, p. 4). Two important
objectives of the strategic plan for 2020 were; (i) to ensure a sufficient quantity of
qualified agriculture teachers who represent the demographics of the nation and (ii) to
achieve student enrollments in agricultural education that reflect the diversity of the
school-aged population (National Council for Agricultural Education, 2000). The goals
and objectives of the National Strategic Plan and Action Agenda for Agricultural
Education can only be achieved by the progressive efforts of current leaders and
educators in agricultural education.
Research indicates that pre-service teachers were not prepared adequately to teach
a diverse classroom in secondary agricultural education programs (Baggett, 2003;
LaVergne, 2008). Employing individuals from different racial/ethnic groups in
instructional and supervisory roles encouraged the participation of students of the
respective racial/ethnic groups in vocational education, particularly agricultural education
(Jones & Bowen, 1998; Osborne, 1994; Williams, 1992). University coursework in
diversity provides students with the necessary skills to communicate effectively in a
diverse classroom, increases awareness of their own attitudes, and sensitivity to issues of
stereotyping, prejudice and racism (Kai, Spencer, Wilkes, & Gill, 1999). Acquaintance
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with perceptions, knowledge, and needs of the agricultural teachers can be used to
formulate appropriate educational programs for pre-service and in-service agricultural
teachers. Strategies could be developed that would likely increase the enrollment of
students of color and students with disabilities in agricultural education programs
(LaVergne, 2008).
Limitations of the Study
The results, conclusions, and recommendations of this study have several
limitations. These limitations are as follows:
1. The population of this study is limited to agricultural teachers working in
Kentucky, Maryland, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Virginia and West Virginia.
2. Findings of this study may not be generalized to any group other than the target
population of the study.
3. A non-experimental design research methodology was imposed in this study.
Assumptions
Some assumptions were made during this research study. The assumptions made
in this study were as follows:
1. Participants in this study completed all parts of the questionnaire accurately.
2. Participants in this study were truthful in their responses to the questionnaire.
Definition of Terms
Achievement gap - refers to the disparity between average scores of two student
subgroups on standardized assessment (USDOE, 2011a).
Agricultural education – is a systematic program of instruction available to students
desiring to learn about the science, business, and technology of plant and animal
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production and/or about the environmental and natural resources systems
(National Council for Agricultural Education, 2009).
Culture – is defined as “the body of learned beliefs, traditions, and guides for behavior
that are shared among members of any human society” (Barrett, 1984). Culture is
common heritage or set of beliefs, norms and values (Clauss-Ehlers, 2006).
Cultural mismatch – refers to the mismatch between culture of teachers, school, or
mainstream culture and students’ home culture (Roberts-Walter, 2007).
Culturally responsive teaching – is an approach to teaching and learning that empowers
students intellectually, socially, emotionally, and politically by using cultural
references to impart knowledge, skills, and attitudes of culturally diverse students
(Ladson-Billings, 1994).
Diversity – refers to differences among people. Diversity often refers to differences of
gender, race, ethnicity, and socioeconomic status. Some other forms of diversity
include differences due to ability, age, religious beliefs, language, and sexual
orientation (Grant & Ladson-Billings, 1997).
Diversity inclusion – in educational setting is a philosophy that welcomes all learners by
actively engaging them in the educational process regardless of race, ethnicity, or
exceptionality (LaVergne, 2008).
Diversity index (DI) – the probability that two persons in an area selected at random
would be members of a different racial/ethnic group. Higher numbers indicate a
more diversity in the area (Gebeloff, Evans, & Scheinkman, 2011).
Ethnicity - is an individual’s sense of identity that provides a sense of belonging to a
particular reference group (Boutte, 1999).
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Embedded biases - are preconceived ideas of educators about a specific race or gender
that limits the acceptance or access of that group into specific professional
programs or careers. These embedded biases can be subtle or blatant, and are
usually unconscious (Bowen, 1993).
Equity pedagogy - is defined as teaching strategies and classroom environments that help
students from diverse racial, ethnic, and cultural groups attain the knowledge,
skills, and attitudes needed to function effectively within, and help create and
perpetuate, a just, humane, and democratic society (Banks & Banks, 1995).
Inclusive education (Inclusion) - is a value-based practice that attempts to bring all
students, including those with disabilities, into full membership within their
school community (Grant & Ladson-Billings, 1997).
Multicultural education - Multicultural education is a complex approach to teaching and
learning that includes the movement toward equity in schools and classrooms, the
transformation of the curriculum, the process of becoming multi-culturally
competent, and the commitment to address societal injustices (Bennett, 2010).
Status dropout rate - represents the 16- through 24-year olds who are not enrolled in
school and have not earned a high school credential (either a diploma or an
equivalency credential such as a General Educational Development [GED]
certificate) (USDOE, 2011a).
Students of color - refers to Black/African American, Hispanic, Native American, Alaska
native, Asian, native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander, students who identify
themselves to two or more races, and unspecified students whose race/ethnicity is
other than White/European American (LaVergne, 2008).
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Teacher attitude – refers to an individual teacher’s viewpoint or disposition towards a
particular object. An attitude can have three components: affective (feelings
toward the object), cognition (beliefs or knowledge about the object), and
behavioral (predisposition to act toward the object) (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2007).
Teacher perceptions - refers to the lens through which teachers view and evaluate
behaviors of others (Neal, McCray, Webb-Johnson, & Bridgest, 2003).
Teachers of color - refers to Black/African American, Hispanic, Native American, Alaska
native, Asian, native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander, teachers who identify
themselves to two or more races, and unspecified teachers whose race/ethnicity is
other than White/European American (LaVergne, 2008).
Race - differences in human features due to biological variation based human
characteristics (phenotypes) (Grant & Ladson-Billings, 1997).
Students with disabilities – means children having mental retardation, a hearing
impairment (including deafness), a speech or language impairment, a visual
impairment (including blindness), a serious emotional disturbance, an orthopedic
impairment, autism, traumatic brain injury, and other health impairment, a
specific learning disability, deaf-blindness, or multiple disabilities, and who, by
reason thereof, needs special education and related services (USDOE, 2004).
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Purpose and Objectives of the Study
The purpose of this study was to explore and analyze the perceptions of
agricultural teachers in Kentucky, Maryland, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Virginia and West
Virginia regarding classroom diversity and inclusion. The study evaluated the perceived
confidence levels and perceived needs of teachers on classroom diversity and inclusion.
This study was also designed to assess the levels of willingness of respondents to
participate in college courses/professional trainings on classroom diversity and inclusion.
A secondary purpose of the study was to explore the relationships between demographic
characteristics and the four constructs of the research. In order to address these
objectives, answers to the following research questions were sought:
1. What are the demographic characteristics of agricultural teachers?
2. What are the perceptions of agricultural teachers on classroom diversity and
inclusion?
3. What are the perceived confidence levels of agricultural teachers on teaching in a
diverse classroom?
4. What are the perceived needs of agricultural teachers on classroom diversity and
inclusion?
5. What are the levels of willingness of agricultural teachers to participate in college
courses/professional trainings on classroom diversity and inclusion?
6. Does a relationship exist between selected demographic variables and the four
constructs in the study; perceptions of agricultural teachers on classroom diversity
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and inclusion, perceived confidence levels of teaching in a diverse classroom,
perceived needs of teachers on classroom diversity and inclusion, and willingness
of the teachers to participate in college courses/professional trainings?
The following null and alternative hypotheses were developed to guide this study.
Null Hypotheses
Ho1:

No differences exist in perceptions of agricultural teachers on classroom
diversity and inclusion in the presence of state, gender, age, level of
education, teaching experience, area teachers grew up, school setting, preservice diversity/multicultural course(s)/training(s) attended, or in-service
diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.

Ho2:

No differences exist in perceived confidence levels of agricultural teachers
on teaching in a diverse classroom in the presence of state, gender, age,
level of education, teaching experience, area teachers grew up, school
setting, pre-service diversity/multicultural course(s)/training(s) attended,
or in-service diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.

Ho3:

No differences exist in the needs of agricultural teachers on classroom
diversity and inclusion in the presence of state, gender, age, level of
education, teaching experience, and area teachers grew up, school setting,
pre-service diversity/multicultural course(s)/training(s) attended, or inservice diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.

Ho4:

No differences exist in the willingness of agricultural teachers to
participate in college courses/professional trainings on classroom diversity
and inclusion in the presence of state, gender, age, level of education,
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teaching experience, area teachers grew up, school setting, pre-service
diversity/multicultural course(s)/training(s) attended, or in-service
diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.
Alternative Hypotheses
Ha1:

Differences will exist in perceptions of agricultural teachers on classroom
diversity and inclusion in the presence of state, gender, age, level of
education, teaching experience, area teachers grew up, school setting, preservice diversity/multicultural course(s)/training(s) attended, or in-service
diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.

Ha2:

Differences will exist in perceived confidence levels of agricultural
teachers on teaching in a diverse classroom in the presence of state,
gender, age, level of education, teaching experience, area teachers grew
up, school setting, pre-service diversity/multicultural course(s)/training(s)
attended, or in-service diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.

Ha3:

Differences will exist in the needs of agricultural teachers on classroom
diversity and inclusion in the presence of state, gender, age, level of
education, teaching experience, and area teachers grew up, school setting,
pre-service diversity/multicultural course(s)/training(s) attended, or inservice diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.

Ha4:

Differences will exist in the willingness of agricultural teachers to
participate in college courses/professional trainings on classroom diversity
and inclusion in the presence of state, gender, age, level of education,
teaching experience, area teachers grew up, school setting, pre-service
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diversity/multicultural course(s)/training(s) attended, or in-service
diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.
Background
The demographic data indicates an increase in the proportion of students of color
in United States public schools (U.S. Department of Education [USDOE], 2011b).
USDOE (2011b) reports that 21 percent of all children aged 5-17 spoke a language other
than English at home in 2009. It is projected that the percentage of school children in the
United States whose primary language will not be English will reach 40 percent by 2050
(Lindholm-Leary, 2000). In 2008-09, six and a half million (13%) children enrolled in
public schools received special education services (USDOE, 2011b). Projection of
education statistics to 2019 estimated that nearly half the students in schools of the
United States will be other than white (USDOE, 2011a). Public Law 94-142 (Education
of All Handicapped Children Act, 1975) mandates all public schools to provide education
to physically and mentally challenged children and adults aged 3-21 in a “least restrictive
environment.” Major changes in schools took place to accommodate students with
disabilities and provide equitable education (Boyer, 1979). Federal and state government
interventions resulted in inclusion of students with disabilities in regular classroom
settings (LaVergne, 2008). Inclusion required different kinds of accommodations and
had a significant impact on the nature of teaching (Moore-Hayes, 2008).
Increasing diversity in the classroom requires teachers instructing students that
differ racially, culturally, ethnically, linguistically, and in socio-economic status (Banks,
1997; Howard, 2003). Although the numbers of students of color are increasing, the
percentage of teachers other than White non-Hispanic is not increasing proportionally
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(Irvine, 2003; Strizek, et al., 2006). This results in a cultural mismatch between the
students’ school and home environment (Garcia, 2001). In order to achieve equity
pedagogy, teachers must be able to construct pedagogical practices that have relevance
and meaning to students’ social and cultural realities (Howard, 2003).
The History of Multicultural Education
According to Banks & Banks (2010), “Multicultural education emerged from the
diverse courses, programs, and practices that educational institutions devise to respond to
the demands, needs, and aspirations of the various groups.” (p. 7). A historic perspective
of multicultural education is necessary as it provides a reference for understanding the
current developments in the area. It helps schools, colleges, and universities to
understand the needs of ethnic minorities and reorganize accordingly (Banks, 1993).
The civil rights movement in the 1960s gave birth to the concept multicultural
education. One major goal of the civil rights movement was to eliminate discrimination
in public accommodations, housing, employment and education. Different ethnic groups
demanded a change in the curricula of the educational institutions to reflect their
respective experiences, histories, cultures, and perspectives (Banks & Banks, 2010). The
civil rights movement was followed by women rights movements and later several groups
were organization to advocate rights of people with disabilities, senior citizens, gay
citizens, and many others. A significant victory for students with disabilities was
enactment of the Education for All Handicapped Children Act in 1975 (P.L. 94-142), that
required students with disabilities be educated in a least restrictive environment (Banks &
Banks, 2010).
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Inclusion of Students with Disabilities
Prior to passage of “Education for All Handicapped Children Act” in 1975 (now
known as Individuals with Disabilities Act [IDEA]), many schools in United States did
not provide any programs for students with disabilities. The schools that provided
programs to students with disabilities were minimal (Smith, T. E. C., Polloway, E. A.,
Patton, J. R. & Dowdy, C. A., 2008). USDOE (2000) reported that prior to 1970s,
millions of children with disabilities received inappropriate or inadequate services, while
one million were totally excluded from the public school system.
In colonial North America, persons with physical or mental disabilities were
typically stigmatized and isolated from the mainstream. Such individuals were hidden
and protected by the family members but housed in isolation (Osgood, 2005). Organized
institutional care for people with disabilities began in 1752, with the establishment of
“mad ward” where mentally “disturbed” patients were admitted in the Pennsylvania
Hospital. However, patients were treated in the basement and traditional treatment
methods like shackling, isolation, bloodletting and natural cures were used (Osgood,
2005). During the 19th century, institutions were established to serve the individual with
disabilities, although these institutions were isolated from the normal setting (Salend,
2008). Connecticut Asylum, the nation’s first institute for the education and instruction of
deaf and dumb individuals, was established in 1817 in Hartford. Over the next several
decades, more institutions serving students with disabilities, both public and private, grew
steadily (Osgood, 2005).
Boston public school was the first institution to introduce graded school approach
in 1847, where students were assigned to specific grades according to their chronological
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age. By the end the 19th century, graded school approach was the most preferred model
for urban school system in the United States (Osgood, 2005). However, some teachers,
administrators and scholars advocated segregation, which in their opinion was for the
best interests of pedagogy, school management, and social control (Osgood, 2005). Fuchs
& Fuchs (1994-95) argued that separate setting for students with disabilities have several
advantages:


Education is provided by well-trained special educators,



Individualized education is provided,



Variety of instructional techniques, curriculums, and motivational strategies are
employed, and



The system tracks the students’ growth and progress.
In 1869, the first formal public school clearly defined for students with

disabilities, the school for Deaf-Mutes (later renamed as Horace Mann School for the
Deaf in 1877) was opened in Boston. By 1920, several other segregated settings in public
schools designed to serve specific conditions or disabilities were opened nationwide
(Osgood, 2005). Between 1930 and 1960, the concept of special education changed
dramatically and flourished, at the same time gave way to deliberations and debate on
inclusive classrooms (Osgood, 2005).
Scholars and researchers who support inclusion of students with disabilities in
regular classrooms put forth several advantages. Smith et al. (2005) enlists several factors
that took the movement away from segregation of classrooms.


Students served in special classes are isolated from their nondisabled
peers.
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Students do not have “typical” role models.



Students may be isolated from many of the activities that are engaged in
by nondisabled students.



Special education teachers in special class models have limited interaction
with general education teachers.



Special education students are considered to “belong” to the special
education teacher and program.



Nondisabled students do not have the opportunity to interact with students
with disabilities.



Teachers are required to teach all areas rather than relying on colleagues
with specialized expertise in selected areas (p. 23).

In the United States approximately 100,000 children below the age of 21 years,
lived in institutions for people with mental retardation in 1965 (White, Larkin, Bruininks,
& Li, 1991). In 1970, only one in five of all children with disabilities was served in
public school programs (USDOE, 2006). Between 1971 and 1975, numerous “right to
education” cases were decided in different states favoring integration (Osgood, 2005).
Osgood (2005) writes “together they helped determine that “the right of a handicapped
child to participate in a publicly supported educational program was no longer to be
questioned”” (p. 103). The congress passed Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act in 1973
to protect the rights of persons with disabilities against discrimination form any federally
funded programs (Section 504, 29 U.S.C. 794(a)).
Public Law 94-142 (Education for All Handicapped Children Act [EHA]) of 1975
was a landmark legislation that opened the doors of general education classrooms of
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public institutions to students with disabilities (Katsiyannis, Yel, & Bradley, 2001).
Under EHA, now called the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act
(IDEA), public schools are mandated to seek out and implement appropriate educational
services for all students with disabilities, regardless their severity. The public schools are
required to work in collaboration of parents of students with disabilities to provide
appropriate and individualized services (Smith et al., 2008). IDEA mandates general
education teachers to educate students with disabilities alongside their nondisabled peers
as much as possible (Smith, 2005). The two key requirements of IDEA are that all
students with disabilities have an Individualized Education Program (IEP) and that
student’s education take place in a “least restrictive environment” (LRE). While the LRE
results in the inclusion of many students with disabilities in the general education
classroom, the extent of inclusion of each student depends on the individuals IEP (Smith,
2005). The act also requires the school to prepare an Individual Transition Plan (ITP) for
all students with disabilities who are 16 years old to aid in their smooth passage from
school to post-secondary training or employment (Smith et al., 2008).
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), passed in 1990 provides a strong legal
base for appropriate educational services for students with disabilities. While IDEA is an
entitlement funding program, 504 and ADA are both civil rights statutes. 504 and ADA
protects the individuals with disabilities against discrimination on the basis disability.
Both section 504 and ADA, like IDEA, mandates schools to provide “free appropriate
public education” (FAPE) to students with disabilities (Smith, 2008). Smith (2008)
defined FAPE as “the provision of regular or special education, related aids and services,
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designed to meet the individuals needs of students with disabilities as well as the needs of
individuals without disabilities are met” (p. 19).
The debate on integration was not limited to students with disabilities. Racial and
ethnic minorities, especially the African Americans were fighting against the Plessy vs.
Ferguson decision of 1896 that allowed state-sponsored racial segregation. The United
States Supreme Court’s landmark decision taken in the Brown vs. Board of Education of
Topeka in 1954 declaring state laws establishing separate public schools for black and
white students unconstitutional was a crucial event in the history of inclusive education in
the United States (Osgood, 2005).
Development of Multicultural Education
Many scholars like Williams (1882-83), Woodson (1919, 1968), DuBois (1935),
Wesley (1935), and Franklin (1947) were the torchbearers for ethnic studies movements
through their teaching, research, and publications (Banks, 1993). Later, intergroup
education movement emerged with major goals of prejudice reduction and creation of
interracial understanding among students from diverse national, religious, and racial
groups (Taba & Wilson, 1946 as cited in Banks, 1993). “An important vision within the
intergroup education ideology was interracial harmony and desegregation” (Banks,
1993). Later scholars like Baker (1977), Banks (1973), Gay (1971), and Grant (1973,
1978) have played a significant role in the evolution of multicultural education in the
United States (Banks, 1993). Scholars who are experts on other ethnic groups like Cortes
(Mexican Americans), Forbes (American Indians), Nieto (Puerto Ricans), and Sue (Asian
Americans) contributed significantly to the development of multicultural education.
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The development of multicultural education in the United States can be organized
into four stages (Banks, 1993). Banks (1993) describes the first phase of multicultural
education as “ethnic studies,” during which individual and institutional actions were
initiated to incorporate the concepts, information, and theories from ethnic studies into
the school and teacher education curriculum (p. 19). The second phase of multicultural
education emerged when educators realized that inserting ethnic studies in school and
teacher education curricula was not sufficient to bring about school reform. The goal of
this phase was to increase educational equality by responding to the unique needs of
ethnic minorities and help all students to develop more democratic racial and ethnic
attitudes (Banks, 1993). The third phase of multicultural education emerged with other
underrepresented groups like women and people with disabilities demanded the
incorporation of their histories, cultures, and voices into the curricula and structure of
educational institutions (Banks, 1993). The fourth phase of multicultural education
“consists of the development of theory, research, and practice that interrelate variables
connected to race, class, and gender” (Banks & Banks, 1993, p. 20).
Today, multicultural education is educational reform movement designed not only
to provide equal educational opportunities to all students but also help all students
including the students of dominant culture acquire the knowledge, skills, and attitudes
needed to function successfully in an ever culturally and ethnically diverse nation (Banks,
2008).
Dimensions of Multicultural Education
“Multicultural education is a complex approach to teaching and learning that
includes the movement toward equity in schools and classrooms, the transformation of
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the curriculum, the process of becoming multi-culturally competent, and the commitment
to address societal injustices” (Bennett, 2010, p. 3). According to Banks & Banks (2010),
“Multicultural education incorporates the idea that all students- regardless of their gender,
social class, and ethnic, racial, or cultural characteristics- should have an equal
opportunity to learn in school.” (p. 3) Multicultural education is multi-dimensional and it
is important to understand and practice all the concepts. Many teachers often get caught
up on focusing on one or few dimensions leading to ineffective delivery of multicultural
education methods (Banks, 2008). Teachers and administrators need to understand the
concepts, principles, theories, and practices in multicultural education (Banks, 2008).
Bennett (2010) proposes four interactive dimensions of multicultural teaching;
equity pedagogy, curriculum reform, multicultural competence, and social justice.
Equity Pedagogy
Equity pedagogy envisions teachers who create positive classroom climates, use
culturally responsive teaching to foster student achievement, and consider cultural
styles and culturally based child socialization, as well as the conditions of poverty
or wealth, in their approach to teaching and learning (Bennett, 2010, p. 5).
A major goal of multicultural education is to reform the educational institutions so that
the diverse student groups experience educational equality (Banks, 2010). Research
indicates that participation and academic achievement of culturally and linguistically
diverse students can be increased by modifying instruction so that it draws upon strengths
from their cultural roots (Banks, 2008). According to Irvin (2003), “Competent teachers
know how to employ multiple representations of knowledge that use students’ everyday
lived experiences to motivate and assist them in connecting new knowledge to home,
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community, and global setting.” (p. 46). A multicultural competent teacher develops
classroom materials and strategies to bridge “the gap between the known (student’s
personal cultural knowledge) and the unknown (materials and concepts to be mastered)”
(Irvin, 2003, p. 46).
Curriculum Reform
According to Bennett (2010), “curriculum reform envisions educators who
conduct enquiry to rethink and transform the traditional curriculum, which (in the United
States) is primarily Anglo-European in scope. Curriculum reform expands traditional
course content through inclusion of multiethnic and global perspectives” (p. 5-6).
According to Gay (2010), “Curriculum content that is meaningful to students improves
the learning” (p. 128). Appropriate curriculum content for teaching diverse students
includes information about the histories, cultures, contributions, experiences,
perspectives, and issues of their respective ethnic groups (Gay, 2010). The curriculum
based on mainstream culture has negative consequences for students from non-dominant
groups as it fails to validate their identities, experiences, and perspectives. It further
alienates students who already struggle to survive in a school culture that differs greatly
from their home cultures (Banks & Banks, 2010).
Educators should make conscious efforts to ensure that curriculum content about
the ethnically diverse groups is accurate, authentic, and comprehensive. Educators can
achieve this goal by working in collaboration with parents, ethnic scholars, and
community leaders. Educators need to draw and combine information from many
disciplines to generate culturally responsive curriculum content for diverse ethnic groups
(Gay, 2010).
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Pense, Watson, & Wakefield (2010) found that redesigning curriculum for
agricultural education students with Specific Learning Disabilities effectively increased
learning for both SLD and traditional students. Pense et al. recommended that skills and
training needed to redesign agricultural curriculum should be imparted to pre-service and
in-service agricultural teachers. The researchers also recommended that teacher
understanding and working within the theoretical framework of inclusion should be
promoted (Pense et al., 2010).
Multicultural Competence
Multicultural competence is the ability to successfully teach students who are
racially and culturally different from themselves (Bennett, 2010; Diller & Moule, 2005;
Gibson, 1984). One important goal of teacher education is to help teachers gain the
knowledge, values and behaviors needed to work effectively with students from diverse
groups (Banks, 2006). There are five basic cultural competence skill areas that apply to
individual educators, educational institutions, and to the educational system as a whole
(King, Sims, & Osher, 2007). The five cultural competence skills described by King,
Sims, & Osher (2007) were:
1. Value diversity: respecting and embracing different cultural backgrounds,
customs, thoughts, and ways of communicating, values, and traditions.
2. Cultural self–assessment: understanding ones’ own culture, beliefs, values, and
interests shapes the educators sense of who they are, where they fit into their
family, school, community, and how they interact with their students. Educators
who are aware of their own cultural behaviors can learn to modify them
appropriately when required.
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3. Consciousness of the dynamics of cultural interactions: it is important to the
educators and the system to know that there are many factors that can affect
interactions across cultures that include historical cultural experiences and
relationships between different cultures in a local community.
4. Institutionalization of cultural knowledge: designing educational services based
on the understanding of the needs of students’ culture and institutionalizing that
knowledge so that educators can adapt to the institutes culture and better serve the
diverse student populations.
5. Adapt to diversity: institutions and educators should develop new tools that focus
on changing activities to fit cultural norms of the student populations.
Social Justice
According to Bennett (2010), “Social justice envisions teachers who are
concerned about (and encourage student inquiry about) inequitable social structures;
images of race, culture, class, and gender in popular culture; and social action to bring
about greater societal equity, both locally and globally” (p.10).
The central idea of the United States culture as expressed in the Declaration of
Independence by the nation’s founding father in 1776 is that “all men are created equal,
that they are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable Rights that among these
are Life, Liberty, and the pursuit of Happiness.” The NCLB Act was brought into force in
2001 to eliminate the achievement gap that exists between groups of students within U.S.
schools. The emphasis on testing, standards, and accountability by the NCLB Act
compels teachers to focus on narrow and basic skills in math, reading, and writing
(Sleeter, 2005). According to Banks & Banks (2010), “In too many classrooms, testing
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and test preparation are replacing teaching and learning” (p. 4). Research indicates that
the emphasis on testing and accountability is having detrimental effects on student
learning (Amrein & Berliner, 2002). Besides basic literacy and numeracy skills, students
also need knowledge, skills, and values that will enable them to live, interact, and make
decisions with fellow citizens from different racial, ethnic, cultural, language, and
religious groups (Banks & Banks, 2010). Schools need to teach about social justice issues
that will prepare students to become effective citizens who are committed to social justice
(Banks & Banks, 2010). Students should be educated to be moral, caring, and active
citizens in our diverse world (Banks & Nguyen, 2008). When these students grow up,
they should be able to work together with people from different cultures, races, religions,
and nations to solve the world’s problems (Banks & Banks, 2010).
Culturally Responsive Pedagogy
Culturally responsive pedagogy is a theoretical framework for education that
attempts to integrate the culture, traditions, values, and histories of different racial and
ethnic groups into the overall fabric of academic structure (Elementary & Middle School
Technical Assistance Center, n.d.). Culturally responsive pedagogy or culturally relevant
pedagogy “is an approach to teaching and learning that empowers students intellectually,
socially, emotionally, and politically by using cultural referents to impart knowledge,
skills, and attitudes” (Grant & Ladson-Billing, 1997, p. 62).
Culturally responsive pedagogy facilitates and supports the achievement of all
students in the classroom (Richards, Brown, & Ford, 2004). Culturally responsive
pedagogy must meet three criteria; (i) ability to academically develop culturally diverse
students, (ii) willingness to bolster and support cultural competence, and (iii) develop
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social, political, and critical consciousness in the diverse student populations (LasonBilling, 2009).
Different authors use different terminology to describe the process of integration
of culture in the teaching and learning process such as: culturally responsive teaching
(Gay, 2010); culturally competent teaching (Bennett, 2010), culturally relevant teaching
(Ladson-Billing, 1995; Bennett, 2010).
Culturally Relevant Teaching
Grant & Ladson-Billing (1997) describes culturally relevant educators as teachers
who demonstrate broad pedagogical understanding in three areas: conceptions of
themselves and others, conceptions of social relations, and conceptions of knowledge.
Grant & Ladson-Billing (1997) discusses the three areas of pedagogical understanding
that culturally relevant education need to have;
In their conceptions of themselves and others, culturally relevant teachers see
pedagogy as art and believe that all students are capable of academic success. Teachers
see themselves as members of the community and teaching as a way to give back to the
community. Teachers believe in Freirean principle of pulling knowledge out, not putting
it in.
In their conceptions of social relations, culturally relevant teachers maintain fluid
student-teacher relationships, develop a community of learners among students, and
encourage students to learn collaboratively and be responsible for each other.
In their conceptions of knowledge, culturally relevant teachers believe that
knowledge is shared, recycled, and reconstructed. Teachers build bridges to facilitate
learning and believe that assessment must be multifaceted.
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Culturally Responsive Teaching
Gay (2010) defines culturally responsive teaching as “using the cultural
knowledge, prior experiences, frames of reference, and performance styles of ethnically
diverse students to make learning encounters more relevant to and effective for them. It
teaches to and through the strengths of these students” (p. 31).
Gay (2010) outlined six descriptive characteristics of culturally responsive
teaching as validating, comprehensive, multidimensional, empowering, transforming, and
emancipatory.
Gay (2010) describes culturally responsive teaching is validating because it
acknowledges the legitimacy of the cultural heritages of different ethnic groups and
builds bridges of meaningfulness between home and school experiences. Cultural
responsive teaching incorporates a wide variety of instructional strategies that are
connected to different learning styles. It teaches students to understand and appreciate
cultural heritages of their own and others. Culturally responsive teaching incorporates
multicultural information and resources in all the subjects taught in schools.
According to Gay (2010), culturally responsive teaching is comprehensive as it
focuses on the whole child and uses community cultural connections to enhance learning.
Besides academic achievement, culturally responsive teaching approaches help students
of color maintain their identity and cultural heritage. “Expectations and skills are not
taught as separate entities but woven together into an integrated whole that permeates all
curriculum content and the entire modus operandi of the classroom.” (Gay, 2010, p. 3233).
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Culturally responsive teaching is multidimensional as it includes many aspects
like curriculum content, learning context, classroom climate, student-teacher
relationships, instructional techniques, classroom management, and performance
assessments (Gay, 2010). Culturally responsive teaching includes institutional, personal,
and instructional dimensions (Gay 2010; Ladson-Billings, 1995; Richards et al., 2004).
The instructional dimension of culturally responsive teaching refers to materials,
strategies, and activities that are used during instruction (Richards et al., 2004).
According to Gay (2010), culturally responsive teaching is empowering because it
“enables students to be better human beings and more successful learners. Empowerment
translates into academic competence, personal confidence, courage, and the will to act”
(p. 34). Culturally responsive teaching approaches help the students acquire high-level
academic skills and how to take responsibility for their own learning. These approaches
include motivating students, providing resources and personal assistance (Gay, 2010).
Gay (2010) describes culturally responsive teaching is transformative as it “defies
conventions of traditional educational practices with respect to ethnic students of color”
(p.36). Culturally responsive teaching is not only explicit about respecting the cultures
and experiences the diverse students in the classroom but also uses their resources for
teaching and learning. It recognizes the strengths and accomplishments of culturally
diverse students and infuses them in the instructional process (Gay, 2010).
Finally, Gay (2010) describes culturally relevant teaching as emancipatory or
liberating in that it “releases the intellect of students of color from the constraining
manacles of mainstream canons of knowledge and ways of knowing. Central to this kind
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of teaching is making authentic knowledge about different ethnic groups accessible to
students.” (p. 37).
Culturally Competent Teaching
According to Bennett (2010), culturally competent teaching refers to teachers who
have attitudes, knowledge, skills, and resources needed to ensure high levels of learning
and the personal development of culturally different students. Becoming a culturally
competent teacher is a career-long endeavor, but open-mindedness and inquiry
orientation of teachers hasten the process.
Teel (2008) identified eight characteristics of teachers who have attained a high
level of racial and cultural competence. These teachers
1. are very comfortable with the students,
2. engage students all of the time,
3. have a positive personal connection with each student,
4. have very high expectations for each student and follow through with
them,
5. accept total responsibility for any student’s lack of success,
6. have a strong, positive relationship with all the parents,
7. constantly reflect on their practice and include others in the assessment of
their practice, and
8. develop and use culturally relevant lessons on a regular basis (p. 149).
According to Phuntsog (2001), “teachers need a clear concept of what culturally
responsive teaching is to identify learning conditions that help all children thrive and
succeed in a culturally diverse society” (p.52).

37

Diversity Inclusion
Diversity inclusion in educational setting is a philosophy that welcomes all
learners by actively engaging them in the educational process regardless of race,
ethnicity, or exceptionality (LaVergne, 2008). Diversity inclusion is recognizing and
acknowledging the differences among students and in turn, fostering an atmosphere to
teach every student in the classroom effectively (Salend, 2008). To provide social equity
and equitable justice to all students in the classroom regardless of race/ethnicity,
language, social class, physical and mental abilities, LaVergne (2008) proposed a
program model. His program model of diversity inclusion encompasses three principle
constructs: inclusion, multicultural education, and culturally responsive teaching
(LaVergne, 2008).
Teacher Beliefs, Perceptions and Attitudes on Classroom Diversity and Inclusion
Over the past couple of decades, substantial amount of studies have been
conducted on pre-service and in-service teachers’ beliefs, perceptions and attitudes on
culturally relevant pedagogy and inclusion (Ladson-Billing, 1994; Phuntsog, 2001;
Rothenberg McDermott, and Gormley, 1997; Marzano, 2003; McDermott, & Gormley,
1997; Villegas & Lucas, 2002; Wood, 2007). The willingness of a teacher to teach
students with disability is a crucial element in the success of an inclusive classroom
(Marzano, 2003). The successful implementation of inclusion program depends on the
attitudes of people who work closely with the students with special needs (Burke &
Sutherland, 2004).
Rokeach (1968) defined beliefs as “any simple proposition, conscious or
unconscious, inferred from what a person says or does, capable of being preceded by the
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phrase, ‘I believe that …’” (p. 113). Perception is the process by which organisms
interpret and organize sensation to produce a meaningful experience of the world
(Lindsay & Norman, 1977). In other words, a person is confronted with a situation or
stimuli. The person interprets the stimuli into something meaningful to him or her on the
basis of prior experiences. However, what an individual interprets or perceives may be
substantially different from reality (Borkowski, 2011).
Attitudes are closely related to perceptions (Borkowski, 2011). Allport (1935)
defined an attitude as a mental or neural state of readiness, organized through experience,
exerting a directive or dynamic influence on the individual’s response to all objects and
situations to which it is related. A simpler definition of attitude is a mind-set or a
tendency to act in a particular way toward an object or entity (i.e., person, place or thing)
due to both individual’s experience and temperament. Attitudes are a complex
combination of an individual’s personality, beliefs, values, behaviors, and motivation
(Borkowski, 2011).
Many scholars have concluded that teachers’ beliefs influence their perceptions
and practices and are the best predictors of teacher behavior (Bandura, 1986; Brown,
2004; Pajares, 1992; Rokeach, 1968). The study conducted on teacher expectations by
Rosenthal and Jacobson in affirmed this concept. In the study, 20% of students from each
of the first six grades were selected randomly and reported to the teacher that these
students were intellectual potential and could be expected to “bloom” in their academic
performance by the end of the year. At the end of the academic year, these students
academically performed better that the rest of the class. The researchers concluded that
the expectations created by the bloomers caused the teachers to treat them differently
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resulting in greater gains in academic achievement by the bloomers (Rosenthal &
Jacobson, 1968).
According to Gay (2010), “teacher expectations significantly influence the quality
of learning opportunities provided to students” (p. 63). In a regular classroom, teacherstudent academic interactions are unilaterally controlled by the teachers (Gay, 2010).
Teachers decide who will participate in what, when, where, and how (Kozol, 2007).
Teachers treat students differently in instructional interactions based on their assumptions
about students’ intellect and behavior. In response, students react to the expectations of
teachers and act in ways to meet those expectations (Gay, 2010). The expectations of the
teacher have a profound effect on the performance of the student (McLeskey & Waldron,
2007). Good and Brophy (2003) from their earlier research (Brophy & Good, 1970)
suggested a model to explain how expectations could be communicated:
1. Early in the year, the teacher forms differential expectations for
student behavior and achievement.
2. Consistent with these differential expectations, the teacher behaves
differently toward different students.
3. This treatment tells students about how they are expected to behave in
the classroom and perform on academic tasks.
4. If the teacher’s treatment is consistent over time, and if students do not
actively resist or change it, it will likely affect their self-concepts,
achievement motivation, levels of aspiration, classroom conduct, and
interactions with the teacher.
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5. These efforts will complement and reinforce to these expectations, so
that students will come to conform to these expectations more than
they might have otherwise.
6. Ultimately, this will affect student achievement and other outcome
measures. High-expectation students will be led to achieve at or near
their potential, but low-expectation students will not gain as much as
they could have gained if taught differently (Good & Brophy, 2003, p.
71).
Race, culture, ethnicity, gender, social-class of students have profound influences
on expectations of and interactions of teachers (Gay, 2010). Up until 1960s,
administrators, and educational policy makers referred students of color as “culturally
disadvantaged” or “culturally deprived” (Erickson & Mohatt, 1982). Due to this choice of
words, teachers assumed that students of color were inadequate in skills and abilities
(Knapp & Woolverton, 2001). Believers of this theory assume that diverse student groups
fail academically due to genetic deficiencies, inadequate parenting, poverty or a
combination of these factors (Neito, 2000). This belief is referred to as the deficit model.
Bennett (1970) describes deficit model as “disadvantaged people have underlying
deficiencies, attributable to genetic and/or social pathology, which will limit the
probability of their achievement and social adjustment” (p. 90).
Milner (2005) concludes, “deficit thinking and beliefs result in inaccurate,
incorrect, and harmful perceptions of diverse students that may prevent these teachers
form developing effective lessons that might better meet the needs of diverse learners” (p.
771). To accept and adopt culturally responsive pedagogy framework, teachers must
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engage in cognitive and emotional processes (Richards et al., 2004). Teachers must
engage in self-reflection to identify their beliefs and attitudes towards themselves and
others. Teachers need to identify and confront the biases towards diverse student groups
that have influenced their values and behaviors (Villegas & Lucas, 2002). Educators
needs to critically examine their values and behaviors, “ to see how their personality
influences their students in either positive or negative ways and examine how race,
culture, and social class shape students’ thinking, learning, and various understandings of
the world” (Howard, 2003, p. 193).
Love and Kruger (2005) studied how teachers’ culturally relevant beliefs vary
with student achievement. Six schools in one metropolitan area in the southeastern
United States that primarily served African-American children were selected. A total of
244 teachers, paraprofessionals, counselors, principals, instructional specialist, and media
specialists were surveyed using a 48-item instrument that was adapted from the LadsonBilling (1994) work reflecting culturally relevant beliefs and practices. The instrument
was organized into six dimensions of related beliefs: (a) knowledge; (b) student’s race,
ethnicity, and culture; (c) social relations in and beyond the classroom; (d) teaching as a
profession; (e) teaching Practice; and (f) students’ needs and strengths. Majority of the
participants believed that the teacher’s role is to disseminate knowledge, but also agreed
that learning from students is as important as teaching them. The results of the study
indicated that the participants’ beliefs regarding communal learning environment, success
for all students, teaching as giving back to the community, and the importance of
students’ ethnicity are associated with higher student achievement.
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(Giffing, Warnick, Tarpley, & Williams (2010) conducted a study regarding
agricultural teachers’ perceptions toward including students with disabilities in regular
classrooms. All agricultural teachers in Utah (N = 93) were surveyed to determine the
perceived attitudes and abilities concerning the inclusion of students with disabilities.
Participants were asked to indicate their understanding and perceived skill level of
including students with disabilities in their classroom/laboratory. The results of the study
indicated that majority of the agricultural teachers understood the concept of inclusion
and are in favor of including students with special needs in their classrooms and
laboratories. Many teachers expressed that they had positive experiences teaching
students with disabilities. The responses of the majority of teachers on their perceived
skill level to successfully include students with disabilities in their classrooms ranged in
between agreed and neutral on a 5-point Likert scale that ranged from strongly agree to
strongly disagree. Giffing et al. conclude that the agricultural teachers of Utah had the
will to include the majority of students with specific disabilities but lacked the skills to do
so. The researchers further discovered that the willingness of the teachers to include
students with disabilities varied vastly based on the type of disability. Majority of
agricultural teachers of Utah in this study reported that they are not receiving adequate
support, education, or professional development regarding inclusion and teaching
students with special needs.
In her study, Wood (2007) examined the relationship between teacher efficacy
and their attitudes towards inclusion. She surveyed teachers (N = 1,189) within Phoenix
area school district and discovered a positive correlation between teacher efficacy and
teacher attitudes towards inclusion.
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Dormody, Seevers, Andreasen, & VanLeeuwen (2006) conducted a census survey
of all educational agricultural teachers in New Mexico regarding perceptions of the
degree of challenge in including students with special needs. The results the study
indicated that the perceived challenge of including students with disabilities significantly
differed depending on type of disability and format of the classroom (classroom-only;
shop/lab-only; and combination). Participants of the study perceived that including
children with disability of mental retardation is more challenging than any other disability
or other health impairment. Similarly, teachers in the study perceived that including
students with emotional/behavioral disorders were significantly more challenging than
those with learning disabilities, communication disorders, physical disabilities, or other
health impairment. Participants in the study perceived that including students with either
physical disabilities or emotional/behavior disorders less challenging in the classroom
format as compared to shop/laboratory-only format. For including students with LEP, the
classroom-only format was rated more challenging than the shop/lab-only format.
Students with mental retardation were rated as more challenging to include in the
classroom-only format than the other disabilities. In the shop/laboratory-only format,
students with mental retardation, physical disabilities/needs, and emotional/behavioral
disordered were perceived to be equally challenging to include , but more challenging
than those with learning disabilities, LEP and other health impairments. In the combined
classroom and shop/laboratory format, students with mental retardation were perceived to
be most challenging while students with “other health impairments” were found to be the
least challenging to include. In total, the most challenging disability/need for the teachers
was mental retardation followed by emotional/behavioral disorders which did not differ
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from limited English proficiency significantly. The least perceived challenging category
to the participant teacher was “other health impairments.”
Rothenberg, McDermott, and Gormley (1997) studied the attitudes of pre-service
and cooperating elementary school teachers on multicultural education. The pre-service
teachers were surveyed after their student teaching experience. A 23-item Likert scaled
questionnaire was used ask how the needs of children representing diverse cultural
backgrounds were viewed. The researchers reported that, both pre-service and in-service
teachers do not think about culturally responsive pedagogy or reflect on the interaction
between culture and teaching. The greatest concern of the teachers appeared to be their
knowledge of other cultures. Rothenberg et al. (1997) concluded that teachers need better
insight and attitudes towards students of diverse population in addition to teaching skills
to achieve equitable education.
Phuntsog (2001) studied 66 teachers’ perceptions of the importance of
implementing culturally responsive teaching within classrooms in the United States. The
first section of the study looked into teachers’ perceptions regarding the importance of
culturally responsive teaching as an instructional strategy for culturally diverse students.
The second section of the study examined teachers’ perceptions toward critical issues and
characteristics of culturally responsive teaching. The participants of the study recognized
the importance of addressing cultural differences between the home and school and
agreed that culturally responsive pedagogy should be implemented within their
classrooms. However none of the participants recommended fundamental curriculum
reform and incorporating multicultural education into the framework the education
system.
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Teacher Knowledge and Preparedness on Classroom Diversity and Inclusion
Substantial research has been done with pre-service and in-service teachers to
understand their knowledge and preparedness on classroom diversity inclusion. Kea,
Trent, and Davis (2002) examined 43 African-American pre-service teachers’
knowledge, preparedness and competence to teach culturally and linguistically diverse
student populations. The results of the study indicated that the participants felt competent
to teach culturally and linguistically diverse students. However, the participants reported
that they felt unprepared to teach students with disabilities. Another researcher reported
that pre-service and in-services teachers have little knowledge or awareness of culturally
responsive pedagogy (Villegas & Lucas, 2002).
Talbert and Edwin (2008) investigated how agricultural programs in the United
States prepare agricultural teacher education students for work in diverse situations.
Using the data in the directory of agricultural education published by AAAE, a census
consisting of 89 universities across the nation was surveyed. A web-based survey was
sent to the programs leaders of the all the institutions. Talbert & Edwin reported that
majority of the responding program leaders indicted that they offered courses on
classroom diversity. However, 40% of the institutions indication that the diversity
courses offered on classroom diversity were not required for the degree program. Nearly
25% of the institutions do not require a course in special needs for their program. Only
25% of the institutions reported that they infuse topics of diversity into agricultural
education courses to a great extent. Twenty-eight percent of the institutions reported that
they infuse topics of diversity into agricultural education courses to a great extent. Less
than half of the responding institution offer need-based focused workshops in their
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agricultural educational programs. The researchers concluded that course work and field
experiences are made available to the students in agricultural education, but did not
explore the degree to which teachers are taking advantage of these opportunities.
Elbert and Baggett (2003) identified competencies perceived as needed by
secondary agricultural teachers in Pennsylvania. A random sample of 153 agricultural
teachers out of a population of 253 teachers were selected and surveyed in this study.
Selected participants were asked to rate themselves relative to specific competencies
perceived as current and desired regarding teaching disabled students. The top three
competencies rated most frequently as needed (in the combined categories of “not
competent” and “slightly competent”) by the respondents while working with disabled
students were: completing individual vocational education plan (IVEP); being familiar
with laws that apply to special needs students; and completing individual education plan
(IEP). Analyzing the responses of the teachers on the desired competency and selfperceived competency on several items needed while working with disabled students,
completing IVEPs and IEPs scored the least current competence mean levels. The
researchers concluded that the teachers in the study desired to improve their knowledge
and competence in the areas of: using concrete, tangible demonstrations rather than
verbal and abstract; using illustrations, audiovisual aids, field trips, and direct experiences
whenever possible; and demonstrating objectivity and sensitivity to cultural differences
of disabled students.
Burke and Sutherland (2004) reported that pre-service teachers had better
knowledge about teaching students with disabilities than in-service teachers. Milner et al.
(2003) replicating Larkes (1990) study examined 99 pre-service teachers’ cultural
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sensitivity toward children of culturally diverse backgrounds. The researcher concluded
that the pre-service teachers lacked the necessary experience to implement culturally
responsive strategies in the classrooms. Phuntsog (2001) studied 66 elementary school
teachers and participant responses indicated at improving teacher preparation to include
culturally responsive teaching strategies.
Teacher Practices on Classroom Diversity and Inclusion
Hoerst and Whittington (2009) studied the current status of classroom inclusion
activities among agriculture teachers in comprehensive secondary agricultural education
programs in Ohio. A researcher send out a questionnaire to all secondary agricultural
teachers (N = 301) employed in comprehensive agricultural educational programs in
Ohio. A total of 184 agricultural teachers responded to the survey.
Hoerst and Whittington (2009) reported that 78% of the respondents disagreed
that they are unprepared to in inclusive classroom. However, 55% of the participants
indicated that they needed clarification on how an inclusive classroom should function.
Eighty percent of the responding teachers indicated that they need to learn more
techniques to teach an inclusive classroom effectively. The top four most training needs
indicated by the participants were: writing educational goals and objectives for IEP;
providing services using assistive technology; writing behavioral objectives; and
interpreting assessment results.
Hoerst and Whittington (2009) reported that discussions and demonstrations were
the two most used techniques while teaching students with special needs. Role play and
resource people were the least frequently used techniques. When asked about the comfort
level of teaching resources used in secondary agriculture classes with learners with
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special needs, the respondents reported that they were most comfortable using
demonstration and least comfortable using the lecture method. More than 50% of the
participants indicated that the following services/resources were not provided to them for
teaching learners with special needs: opportunities to observe other teachers who teach
learners with special needs; access to special education periodicals; help by volunteers in
the classroom; part-time teacher aide in the classroom; and full-time teacher aide in the
classroom. Nearly one-half of the respondents indicated having faculty and staff release
time for meetings with specialists and family members was needed.
Hoerst and Whittington (2009) recommended inclusion of more instruction about
operating inclusive classroom, and focusing on using methods of teaching that provide
positive results when teaching students with special needs in pre-service training.
Appropriate services and resources should be provided to educators teaching students
with special needs. In service training should focus on collaborating and communicating
with team members, writing educational goals and objectives for IEP, writing behavioral
objectives, and providing assistive technology to learners with special needs.
Curriculum modification is one of the important elements in multicultural
education (Bennett, 2010; Gay, 2010). The teachers should modify the curriculum
according to the needs of students. A study was conducted in Illinois by Pense (2009) to
describe the curricular and classroom needs of student with SLD. A descriptive census
survey (N = 372) via a mailed questionnaire based on the tailored design method of
Dillman (2000) was send to all secondary agricultural teachers in Illinois. Majority of the
respondents indicated that the academic needs of students with SLD were notified,
however nearly 50% of the respondents indicated that they were not notified of the social
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and behavioral needs of students with SLD. In general, the respondents perceived
resources for students with SLD were inadequate. The respondents reported that students
with SLD fall behind the class and cause delays, but acknowledged their importance and
welcomed them to their classrooms. However, 50% of the respondents indicated a need
to modify and revise the state core curriculum for agriculture to better serve the students
with SLD. The participants acknowledged that Illinois core curriculum was very good in
presenting information. However, the participating teachers suggested some
modifications to better reach the students with SLD: modified worksheets; more
transparencies and visuals; guided notes and worksheets; modified lessons for inclusive
classes; skeleton notes/outline of units; align power points to sample tests; study guides;
pictorial diagrams which are printable; and hands-on activities for multiple intelligences.
Teacher Needs on Classroom Diversity and Inclusion
Sorenson, Tarpley, and Warnick (2010) surveyed all Utah agricultural teachers to
identify and prioritize their needs. Agriculture teachers identified for this study were
those who taught at least one course listed under the curriculum of Agricultural
Education, supervised agricultural experiences (SAE), and advised local FFA chapters.
The instrument used in the study was developed using the Borich (1980) needs
assessment model to assess the perceived level of importance and perceived level of
ability for the competencies. A list of 31 competences developed from previous studies
was presented and the teachers were asked to rank them on a 5-scale Likert scale that
ranged from “very unimportant” to very important.” The ability to teach SLD students
was ranked lowest among 31 core competencies. Subsequently, respondents stressed the
need for in-service training for instructing the special-needs students.
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Andreasen, Seevers, Dormody, &VanLeeuwen, (2007) assessed the training needs
of New Mexico agricultural teachers related to inclusion of students with special needs.
All secondary agricultural teachers (N = 93) in New Mexico working in spring 2003 were
surveyed. Andreasen et al. studied the level of importance teachers placed on New
Mexico Board of Education (2000) competencies related to inclusion of special needs
students and how competent teachers perceive themselves to be in performing them. The
level of importance teachers placed on skills for teaching special needs students and how
competent teachers perceive themselves to be performing them were also assessed.
Sections three and four of the seven part questionnaire addressed the above mentioned
two objectives of the study. Section three utilized two four-point Likert-type scales to
measure perceived importance of and competence with New Mexico State Board of
Education (2000) competencies related to inclusion and their own perceived level of
competence. This section comprised of 19 competency statements. Participants were
asked to rate their perception of the importance of each competency on a four-point scale
(1 = not important and 4 = very important). For the same 19 competency statements,
teachers rated their own perceived level of competence on a four-point scale (1 = not
competent and 4 = very competent). Section four assessed the perceptions of teaching
skills necessary for working with special needs students. As with section three, this
section measured perceived importance and perceived personal level of competence with
each skill which comprised of 15 teaching skill statements. The same two Likert-type
four-point scales were used to measure perceived importance and competence for each
teaching skills. Discrepancy scores were calculated for each inclusion competency and
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teaching skill by subtracting the importance mean from the self-reported competency
mean.
The pre-service and in-service training needs of the New Mexico agricultural
teachers related to inclusion of skills for teaching special needs students were determined
based on differences reported between self-reported importance and competence mean
scores. Twelve training needs related to state competencies on inclusion were identified.
The highest training needs identified based on the discrepancy scores were:
understanding special education regulations and understanding different levels of special
education services. Seven training needs rated as moderate were: understanding different
levels of disabilities, assisting students in understanding social responsibilities,
understanding the emotional needs of special education students, modifying
lessons/strategies for students with emotional disabilities, understanding the academic
needs of special education students, monitoring achievement as set by an IEP, and
modifying lessons for students with physical disabilities. Andreasen et al. determined
modifying lessons/strategies for students with varying academics levels, understanding
individualized education plans (IEP’s), understanding the physical needs of special needs
students, and assisting students with special needs to have positive experiences in the
regular classroom as slight training needs of state competencies related to inclusion of
students with special needs.
Nine training needs in connection with special education teaching skills were
identified. The number one special education skill training need identified was dealing
with uncooperative special education students. Three skills classified as moderate were:
working with more than one type of disability; keeping special education students on
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task; adapting facilities for special education students. Other training needs identified by
the researchers and categorized as “slight” were: supervising special education students
in other laboratory situations; supervising special education students in agricultural
mechanics laboratories; teaching students of differing academic levels in the same class;
supervising special education students in SAE; and accommodating a number of special
education students in a class.
Based on the results of the study, Andreasen et al. recommended imparting the
required skills to pre-service agricultural teachers through: early field-based experiences
and/or student teaching; by utilizing resource people in required pre-service teacher
education courses; by allowing students to attend targeted agricultural education teacher
in-service programs; and through independent studies. Andreasen et al. concluded that
New Mexico agricultural education in-service teachers should be encouraged to include
the inclusion competencies and skills for teaching special education students in their
required professional development plans. The researchers recommended that the teachers
should be assisted by the state agricultural education office in finding ways to strengthen
these competencies and skills. The teachers should be encouraged to work in
coordination with their special education teachers and utilize them as resource people to
help them strengthen these needs identified in this study.
Wood (2007) studied inclusion teachers in Phoenix to assess their training needs.
Majority of the teachers felt that they have the basic knowledge about the various
disabilities, but failed to understand them in-depth. They requested more information on
current issues with the disabilities, causes, and prognoses, how to read the Individual
Educational Plan (IEP), and how to work with special educational aides. Further the
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teachers in the study requested training on curriculum modification and specific teaching
strategies that can be applied to students with disabilities. Majority of the participants
favored ongoing, short duration training programs at the district level. Many participants
indicated that the training be offered at the beginning of the year to help them get off to a
good start.
Impact of Demographic Characteristics of Agricultural Teachers on Classroom
Diversity and Inclusion
In a comparative study involving regular and special education teachers and
administrators towards persons with disabilities and inclusive setting, Alghazo (2002)
reported that all regular classroom teachers has less positive attitudes of inclusion than
did special education teachers.
Elbert and Baggett (2003) reported a better perceived competence levels in female
agricultural teachers in Pennsylvania, but not statically significant when compared to the
competence of their male counterparts. Park (2004) studied the impact of gender on
teacher attitudes toward inclusion. In the study, the researcher compared regular and
special education teachers on inclusive setting and concluded gender has a significant
influence on teacher attitudes toward inclusion. Park reported that male teachers had
positive attitudes when compared to female teachers about inclusive classroom settings.
Earlier research by Pearman, Huang, Barhart, and Mellblom (1992) reported the opposite;
male teachers had significantly negative attitudes about inclusive setting than their female
counter parts.
Kessell et al. (2006) studied the demographics of 274 agricultural education
student teachers in the southern region of American Association for Agricultural
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Education (AAAE) and reported that as age and time spend with special student persons
increased, knowledge of disabilities and special education laws increased. They also
reported that female student teachers had more knowledge about disabilities and special
education laws than did male student teachers. Elbert and Baggett (2003) reported no
significant difference existed among the perceived competence of working with students
with disabilities and age of the agricultural teachers in Pennsylvania.
Burke and Sutherland (2004) studied pre-service and in-service teachers to
examine their experiences with disabled students and their attitudes toward inclusion.
They reported that pre-service teachers had better knowledge about disabilities than inservice. Further pre-service teachers were found to have stronger beliefs that inclusion
has positive effects on special education student while the in-service teachers thought the
contrary.
Conceptual Framework
Classrooms in the United States public schools are more diverse than ever. The
diversity in the public school classroom is projected to increase in the future (USDOE,
2001a). The differences among groups of students in a classroom could be due to
differences in gender, age, race, culture, learning styles, reading level, athletic ability,
intelligence quotient, personality, religious beliefs, students with disabilities and the list
goes on.
Research indicates that teacher is the most influencing factor that affects learning
in the classroom (Marzano, 2003). Classroom practices of teachers were related to their
beliefs (Fang, 1996). Attitudes and expectation of teachers have a great influence on the
performance of the students in the classroom (Dormody et al., 2006; Griffing et al., 2010;
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Love & Kruger, 2005; Marzano, 2003; McLeskey & Waldron, 2007). Further, research
found deficiencies in knowledge, preparedness and competence of pre-service and inservice agricultural teachers in one or more areas of teaching in a diverse classroom
(Elbert & Baggett, 2003; Kea et al., 2010; Talbert & Edwin, 2008; Villegas & Lucas,
2002). Research also identified training and educational needs of agricultural teachers on
teaching in a diverse classroom (Andreasen et al., 2007; Wood 2007).
After thorough review the literature, the researcher selected four major elements
of classroom diversity; race/ethnicity, culture, language, and disability to guide this study
(see Figure 1). The researcher designed four constructs in this study based on the four
major elements of classroom diversity. The four constructs developed were perceptions
of agricultural teachers on classroom diversity and inclusion, perceived confidence levels
of agricultural teachers on teaching in a diverse classroom, perceived needs of
agricultural teachers on classroom diversity and inclusion, and willingness of agricultural
teachers to participate in college courses/professional trainings on classroom diversity
and inclusion.
The objectives set for this study were: (i) to understand the perceptions of the
agricultural teachers on classroom diversity and inclusion, (ii) assess perceived
confidence levels of agricultural teachers on teaching in a diverse classroom, (iii) identify
the perceived needs of agricultural teachers on classroom diversity and inclusion, and (iv)
to assess the willingness of the agricultural teachers to participate in college courses/
professional trainings on classroom diversity and inclusion.
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Figure 1. Conceptual Dimensions of Classroom Diversity
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
Purpose and Objectives of the Study
The purpose of this study was to explore and analyze the perceptions of
agricultural teachers in Kentucky, Maryland, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Virginia and West
Virginia regarding classroom diversity and inclusion. The study evaluated the perceived
confidence levels and perceived needs of teachers on classroom diversity and inclusion.
This study was also designed to assess the levels of willingness of respondents to
participate in college courses/professional trainings on classroom diversity and inclusion.
A secondary purpose of the study was to explore the relationships between demographic
characteristics and the four constructs of the research. In order to address these
objectives, answers to the following research questions were sought:
1. What are the demographic characteristics of agricultural teachers?
2. What are the perceptions of agricultural teachers on classroom diversity and
inclusion?
3. What are the perceived confidence levels of agricultural teachers on teaching in a
diverse classroom?
4. What are the perceived needs of agricultural teachers on classroom diversity and
inclusion?
5. What are the levels of willingness of agricultural teachers to participate in college
courses/professional trainings on classroom diversity and inclusion?
6. Does a relationship exist between selected demographic variables and the four
constructs in the study; perceptions of agricultural teachers on classroom diversity
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and inclusion, perceived confidence levels of teaching in a diverse classroom,
perceived needs of teachers on classroom diversity and inclusion, and willingness
of the teachers to participate in college courses/professional trainings?
The following null and alternative hypotheses were developed to guide this study.
Null Hypotheses
Ho1:

No differences exist in perceptions of agricultural teachers on classroom
diversity and inclusion in the presence of state, gender, age, level of
education, teaching experience, area teachers grew up, school setting, preservice diversity/multicultural course(s)/training(s) attended, or in-service
diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.

Ho2:

No differences exist in perceived confidence levels of agricultural teachers
on teaching in a diverse classroom in the presence of state, gender, age,
level of education, teaching experience, area teachers grew up, school
setting, pre-service diversity/multicultural course(s)/training(s) attended,
or in-service diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.

Ho3:

No differences exist in the needs of agricultural teachers on classroom
diversity and inclusion in the presence of state, gender, age, level of
education, teaching experience, and area teachers grew up, school setting,
pre-service diversity/multicultural course(s)/training(s) attended, or inservice diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.

Ho4:

No differences exist in the willingness of agricultural teachers to
participate in college courses/professional trainings on classroom diversity
and inclusion in the presence of state, gender, age, level of education,
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teaching experience, area teachers grew up, school setting, pre-service
diversity/multicultural course(s)/training(s) attended, or in-service
diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.
Alternative Hypotheses
Ha1:

Differences will exist in perceptions of agricultural teachers on classroom
diversity and inclusion in the presence of state, gender, age, level of
education, teaching experience, area teachers grew up, school setting, preservice diversity/multicultural course(s)/training(s) attended, or in-service
diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.

Ha2:

Differences will exist in perceived confidence levels of agricultural
teachers on teaching in a diverse classroom in the presence of state,
gender, age, level of education, teaching experience, area teachers grew
up, school setting, pre-service diversity/multicultural course(s)/training(s)
attended, or in-service diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.

Ha3:

Differences will exist in the needs of agricultural teachers on classroom
diversity and inclusion in the presence of state, gender, age, level of
education, teaching experience, and area teachers grew up, school setting,
pre-service diversity/multicultural course(s)/training(s) attended, or inservice diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.

Ha4:

Differences will exist in the willingness of agricultural teachers to
participate in college courses/professional trainings on classroom diversity
and inclusion in the presence of state, gender, age, level of education,
teaching experience, area teachers grew up, school setting, pre-service
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diversity/multicultural course(s)/training(s) attended, or in-service
diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.
Research Design
The research design used in this study was a descriptive correlational design.
According to Gall, Gall, and Borg (2007), “descriptive research, in quantitative research,
is a type of investigation that measures the characteristics of a sample or population on
prespecified variables” (p. 638). Ary, Jacobs, & Sorenson (2010) wrote “description
research uses instruments such as questionnaires and interviews to gather information
from groups of subjects. Surveys permit the researcher to summarize the characteristics
of different groups or to measure their attitudes and opinions toward some issue” (p. 28).
Descriptive research, also known as survey research is widely used by researchers
in education and social sciences (Ary et al., 2010). Correlational research investigates the
strength and direction of relationships among two or more variables and is expressed as a
numeric index (Ary et al., 2010). The purpose of this study was to explore and analyze
the perceptions of agricultural teachers working in Kentucky, Maryland, Ohio,
Pennsylvania, Virginia and West Virginia on classroom diversity and inclusion. The
study also evaluated the perceived confidence levels and the perceived needs of teachers
on classroom diversity and inclusion. This study was also designed to assess the levels of
willingness of respondents to participate in college courses/professional trainings on
classroom diversity and inclusion.
Descriptive (quantitative) research method was elected over qualitative approach
due to large size of the population and sensitivity of the subject. The conceptual
framework for this study was based the four major elements of classroom diversity;
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race/ethnicity, culture, language, and disability as presented in chapter II. The researcher
submitted the questionnaire to the Institutional Review Board (IRB). IRB determined that
the research protocol used for this study met the criteria for exemption and no further
review was required (see Appendix A).
Population
The researcher selected cluster of six states in the northeastern United States that
shared boarders. The target population (N = 1441) for this study was all agricultural
teachers in the states of Kentucky, Maryland, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Virginia and West
Virginia that were employed during spring 2012. The researcher elected a census survey
because no additional cost, time, or efforts were involved in a web-based survey (Ritter &
Sue, 2007). Because the size and composition of the agricultural teachers working in the
six selected states was fixed during spring 2012, the census will be considered as a
sample at a particular point in time (Ritter & Sue, 2007).
Groves (1989) identified four sources of survey errors that can affect the accuracy
of information collected through survey research: (a) coverage error, (b) sampling error,
(c) nonresponse error and (d) measurement error. To address these threats, the following
techniques were used:
(a) Coverage error was avoided by using the official lists of all current agricultural
teachers in the states involved.
(b) Sampling error was avoided by conducting the census of the accessible population
of agricultural teachers in the states involved.
(c) Nonresponse error is addressed in the data collection section, later in the chapter.
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(d) Measurement error was avoided by establishing the validity and reliability of the
instrument.
Instrumentation
Survey participants completed a web-based, three-part questionnaire (see
Appendix I) developed by the researcher and hosted on Zoomerang.com. The research
instrument was developed by reviewing past instruments and research related to the topic.
The questionnaire was designed following accepted social science practices (Dillman et
al., 2009). Using this information, questions related to the study were developed and
categorized into three sections. Part I of the questionnaire consisted of 22 questions
designed to understand the perceptions of agricultural teachers and their perceived
confidence levels of teaching in a diverse classroom. Part II contained 17 questions
designed to gauge needs of agricultural teachers on diversity/multicultural education and
their willingness to participate in college courses/professional trainings on diversity and
multicultural education. Teachers responded to each question using a four point, Likerttype scale: 1= strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3= agree, and 4= strongly agree. The
researcher used a four point scale to encourage participants to respond to the statements
favorably or unfavorably (LaVergne, 2008). Part III consisted of 16 items designed to
collect demographic information of the agricultural teachers.
The researcher selected a web-based survey because of its popularity and ease.
Web-surveys have become very common due to the popularity and pervasiveness of
Internet and e-mail (Dillman et al., 2009). Web-based surveying has become a major
information source for researchers of all fields (Ladner, Wingenbach, & Raven, 2002).
Kiernan, Kiernan, Oyler, and Gilles (2005) wrote “a web survey appears to be as
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effective as a mail survey in the completion of quantitative questions that measure
knowledge, attitudes, behaviors, and intentions” (p. 250). Internet surveys should be
considered when the target population is a large group affiliated with an organization that
provides e-mail address (Schonlau, Fricker, & Elliot, 2002). The population selected for
this study fulfills all the requirements put forward by researchers.
Reliability and Validity
The instrument was presented to a panel of experts from West Virginia University
to establish its content and face validity. The panel consisted of teacher educators in
Agricultural and Extension Education and Extension specialists at West Virginia
University. They possessed extensive professional, teaching and/or extension, and
research experience in the field of agricultural education, classroom diversity, and
multicultural education. The panel of experts concluded that the instrument possessed
content and face validity.
The researcher conducted a pilot study involving eight purposefully sampled
agricultural education student teachers. The pilot test sample was selected because this
group was accessible, experienced, and knowledgeable in the field of agricultural
education. All the participants were or would soon be certified as agricultural teachers.
Participants were asked to complete all sections of the questionnaire and to make
comments to statements that concerned readability, intent and clarity of statement, and
general format. The researcher requested additional suggestions and recommendations for
the questionnaire from the group. Data were analyzed using SPSS 19.0 for Windows
statistical package. Spearman Brown split-half formula was used to establish the
reliability of the instrument (Robinson, Shaver, & Wrightsman, 1991). The reliability

64

coefficients for the Part I and Part II of the questionnaire were found to be “exemplary”
(see Table 1). The final reliability was established using the entire data set utilizing splithalf analysis procedures and was found to be “exemplary” (see Table 1).
Table 1
Reliability of the Instrument
Spearman Brown
Coefficient

Level of
Reliability1

Pilot Data (N = 8)
Part I

.68

Exemplary

Part II

.61

Exemplary

Part I

.75

Exemplary

Part II

.67

Exemplary

Entire Data (N = 433)

1

Exemplary = .30 or Better, Extensive = .20 - .29, Moderate = .10 - .19, Minimal = Below
.10 (Robinson, Shaver, & Wrightsman, 1991).
Data Collection
Total Design Method (TDM) as advised by Dillman et al. (2009) was adopted to

collect data in this study. The researcher implemented the questionnaire using a series of
seven mailings as recommended by Dillman et al. (2009) on Zoomerang.com (host Web
site). The cover letters designs and e-mail notifications followed Dillman et al. (2009)
format to ensure maximum response. Concepts of social exchange have been used as
suggested by Dillman et al. (2009) to improve the response rate.
On March 21, 2012, the researcher e-mailed a pre-notice/introductory letter to all
agricultural teachers in the states of Kentucky, Maryland, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Virginia
and West Virginia. The letter explained the purpose and importance of the study and
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informed the teachers that participation was voluntary. The letter informed the teachers
that they would receive an e-mail in about one week with instructions on how to
complete the questionnaire (see Appendix B).
On March 28, 2012, the researcher sent the first notification/cover letter e-mail to
population of the study. The notification letter (see Appendix C) served as an
introduction to the study and as a reminder to inform participants of the importance of
their participation in the study. The letter also contained the Internet link to the
questionnaire. On April 5, 2012, a follow-up (see Appendix D) was sent via e-mail to the
target population. The letter thanked those participants who had completed the study and
encouraged those who had not yet participated to complete the questionnaire. Because of
the increased speed of web-based research, the time between the pre-notice letter and the
initial questionnaire and between the questionnaire and first remainder was reduced to a
week (Fraze, Hardin, Brashears, Haygood & Smith, 2003; Schaefer & Dillman, 1998).
Three more follow-up letters were sent (Appendices E through G) at weekly intervals. A
final thank you e-mail letter (see Appendix H) was sent on May 3, 2012, which also
explained that access to the questionnaire would be closed on May 10, 2012.
Nonresponse Error
A total of 1441 agricultural teachers (N = 1441) were reached via e-mail for the
study. Four hundred and thirty-three agricultural teachers (n = 433) responded for a
30.05% response rate.
According to Dillman et al. (2009), “nonresponse error occurs when people
selected for the survey who do not respond are different from those who respond in way
that is important to the study” (p. 17). Ary et al. (2010) proposed three methods of
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handling nonresponse error: (a) comparison of respondents to population, (b) comparison
of early respondents to late respondents, and (c) comparison of respondents to nonrespondents. In order to address nonresponse error in the study, the researcher compared
data of early respondents to late respondents on three key demographic variables; gender,
age and years of teaching experience. These variables were selected as they were the
most defining attributes of the population. Participants that responded to the initial
mailing were considered early respondents (n = 161). Participants who responded after
the first reminder e-mail was sent on April 5, 2012, were considered as late respondents
(n = 272). No statistically significant differences were found between the two groups (see
Table 2). However, because of the response rate, the researcher elected to limit the
conclusions to the individuals who responded to the study.
Table 2
Nonresponse Error
Variable

χ2

df

Gender

2.801

1

.094

Age

9.373

4

.052

Years of Teaching Experience

9.144

5

.103

Sig (2-tailed)

Data Analysis
Returned questionnaires were retrieved from the online system into an Excel
spreadsheet. Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS 19.0 for Windows) was
used to analyze the data. The level of significance was set a priori at α ≤ .05 for all
statistical tests. Descriptive analyses were performed on the data. Frequencies and
percentages were used for Likert type items. Likert scale for the four constructs in the
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study (perceptions on classroom diversity and inclusion, perceived confidence levels of
teaching in a diverse classroom, perceived needs on classroom diversity and inclusion,
and willingness to participate in college courses/professional trainings on classroom
diversity and inclusion) were calculated. A Likert scale is the composite mean score of
four or more likert type items (Boone & Boone, 2012). The researcher also established a
scale to guide the interpretation of the composite score averages. The scale was
developed to coincide with the response categories provided to the participants and
included the following categories: 1.00 to 1.49 = Strongly Disagree; 1.50 to 2.49
Disagree; 2.50 to 3.49 = Agree; and 3.50 to 4.00 = Strongly Agree.
T-tests and analyses of variance (ANOVA) were used to compare various
demographic variables (independent variables) on the four constructs (dependent
variables). If the ANOVA was statistically significant, Tukey’s post-hoc means test was
used to determine which of the group means were different from others. Tukey’s post-hoc
test is popular and widely used multiple comparison test (neither too liberal nor too
conservative) that maintains the Type I error rate regardless of the number of means to be
compared (Coolidge, 2006). The magnitude of statistical differences was assesses by
calculating the size effects (Cohen’s effect size d for t-test and Cohen’s effect size f for
analysis of variance). The size effects were interpreted and reported based on Cohen’s
conversion for magnitude of effect size (Cohen, 1988) (see Table 3).
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Table 3
Cohen Conversion for Magnitude of Effect Size
Effect Size (d)

Effect Size (f)

Description

d > .80

f > .40

d > .50 to .79

f > .25 to .39

Medium Effect Size

d > .20 to .49

f > .10 to .24

Small Effect Size

Large Effect Size

Use of Findings
The results of this study can be used by agricultural teachers, school
administrators, agricultural education program designers, university faculty and
administration. The results can be used by the school administration to understand the
perceptions and needs of agricultural teachers and organize appropriate professional
trainings. This study can be used by university faculty and administration to understand
the current challenges faced by the agricultural teachers and to make necessary
improvements in their current agricultural education programs.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Purpose and Objectives of the Study
The purpose of this study was to explore and analyze the perceptions of
agricultural teachers in Kentucky, Maryland, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Virginia and West
Virginia regarding classroom diversity and inclusion. The study evaluated the perceived
confidence levels and perceived needs of teachers on classroom diversity and inclusion.
This study was also designed to assess the levels of willingness of respondents to
participate in college courses/professional trainings on classroom diversity and inclusion.
A secondary purpose of the study was to explore the relationships between demographic
characteristics and the four constructs of the research. In order to address these
objectives, answers to the following research questions were sought:
1. What are the demographic characteristics of agricultural teachers?
2. What are the perceptions of agricultural teachers on classroom diversity and
inclusion?
3. What are the perceived confidence levels of agricultural teachers on teaching in a
diverse classroom?
4. What are the perceived needs of agricultural teachers on classroom diversity and
inclusion?
5. What are the levels of willingness of agricultural teachers to participate in college
courses/professional trainings on classroom diversity and inclusion?
6. Does a relationship exist between selected demographic variables and the four
constructs in the study; perceptions of agricultural teachers on classroom diversity
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and inclusion, perceived confidence levels of teaching in a diverse classroom,
perceived needs of teachers on classroom diversity and inclusion, and willingness
of the teachers to participate in college courses/professional trainings?
The following null and alternative hypotheses were developed to guide this study.
Null Hypotheses
Ho1:

No differences exist in perceptions of agricultural teachers on classroom
diversity and inclusion in the presence of state, gender, age, level of
education, teaching experience, area teachers grew up, school setting, preservice diversity/multicultural course(s)/training(s) attended, or in-service
diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.

Ho2:

No differences exist in perceived confidence levels of agricultural teachers
on teaching in a diverse classroom in the presence of state, gender, age,
level of education, teaching experience, area teachers grew up, school
setting, pre-service diversity/multicultural course(s)/training(s) attended,
or in-service diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.

Ho3:

No differences exist in the needs of agricultural teachers on classroom
diversity and inclusion in the presence of state, gender, age, level of
education, teaching experience, and area teachers grew up, school setting,
pre-service diversity/multicultural course(s)/training(s) attended, or inservice diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.

Ho4:

No differences exist in the willingness of agricultural teachers to
participate in college courses/professional trainings on classroom diversity
and inclusion in the presence of state, gender, age, level of education,
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teaching experience, area teachers grew up, school setting, pre-service
diversity/multicultural course(s)/training(s) attended, or in-service
diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.
Alternative Hypotheses
Ha1:

Differences will exist in perceptions of agricultural teachers on classroom
diversity and inclusion in the presence of state, gender, age, level of
education, teaching experience, area teachers grew up, school setting, preservice diversity/multicultural course(s)/training(s) attended, or in-service
diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.

Ha2:

Differences will exist in perceived confidence levels of agricultural
teachers on teaching in a diverse classroom in the presence of state,
gender, age, level of education, teaching experience, area teachers grew
up, school setting, pre-service diversity/multicultural course(s)/training(s)
attended, or in-service diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.

Ha3:

Differences will exist in the needs of agricultural teachers on classroom
diversity and inclusion in the presence of state, gender, age, level of
education, teaching experience, and area teachers grew up, school setting,
pre-service diversity/multicultural course(s)/training(s) attended, or inservice diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.

Ha4:

Differences will exist in the willingness of agricultural teachers to
participate in college courses/professional trainings on classroom diversity
and inclusion in the presence of state, gender, age, level of education,
teaching experience, area teachers grew up, school setting, pre-service
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diversity/multicultural course(s)/training(s) attended, or in-service
diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.
Findings
Findings Related to Research Question One
To address the first research question, the researcher inquired about key
demographic characteristics of agricultural teachers in the survey. Part III of the
questionnaire consisted of 16 questions to understand the demographic characteristics of
agricultural teachers. Frequencies and percentages were used to describe the demographic
characteristics of agricultural teachers on classroom diversity and inclusion.
Of the 396 respondents who reported the state in which they were teaching, 62
(15.7%) were from Kentucky. Thirty-three (8.3%) respondents taught in Maryland while
148 (37.4%) were from Ohio. Thirty-eight (9.6%) respondents indicated that they taught
in Pennsylvania, while 64 (16.1%) were from Virginia. A total of 51 (12.9%) respondents
indicated that they were teaching in West Virginia (see Table 4).
Table 4
Number of Agricultural Teachers Who Responded to the Survey
N

%

Kentucky

62

15.7

Maryland

33

8.3

148

37.4

Pennsylvania

38

9.6

Virginia

64

16.1

West Virginia

51

12.9

Ohio

73

A total of 231 (58.6%) responding agricultural teachers indicated that they were
male while 163 (41.4%) were female. Of the respondents from Kentucky 39 (62.9%)
were male and 23 (37.1%) female. Maryland agricultural teachers indicated that 15
(45.5%) were male and 18 (54.5%) were female. Eighty-seven (59.6%) agricultural
teachers who responded were from Ohio were male and 59 (40.4%) female. Pennsylvania
respondents indicated that 21 (55.3%) were male with 17 (44.7%) female. Thirty-six
(56.3%) respondents from Virginia were male with 28 (43.7%) female. Of the
respondents from West Virginia 33 (64.7%) were male and 18 (35.3%) were female (see
Table 5).
Table 5
Gender of Agricultural Teachers
Male

Female

N

%

N

%

Kentucky

39

62.9

23

37.1

Maryland

15

45.5

18

54.5

Ohio

87

59.6

59

40.4

Pennsylvania

21

55.3

17

44.7

Virginia

36

56.3

28

43.7

West Virginia

33

64.7

18

35.3

231

58.6

163

41.4

Total

The participants were asked to indicate their age by using five categories. A total
of 31 (7.9%) respondents indicated they were below 26 years of age. One hundred and
thirty-one (33.3%) participants indicated they were in the 26 - 35 age range. Seventy
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(17.8%) respondents indicated they were 36 - 45 years old, while 113 (28.8%)
participants identified that they were 46 - 55 years old. The 56 years and above category
included 48 (12.2%) respondents (see Table 6).
Table 6
Age of Survey Participants
Below 26
years

26 - 35
years

36 - 45
years

46 - 55
years

56 years
and above

N

%

N

%

N

%

N

%

N

%

Kentucky

11

17.7

22

35.5

10

16.1

14

22.6

5

8.1

Maryland

2

6.1

6

18.2

4

12.1

16

48.5

5

15.1

Ohio

8

5.4

52

35.4

30

20.4

42

28.6

15

10.2

Pennsylvania

4

10.5

14

36.8

9

23.7

5

13.2

6

15.8

Virginia

3

4.8

21

33.9

9

14.5

22

35.5

7

11.3

West Virginia

3

5.9

16

31.4

8

15.7

14

27.4

10

19.6

Total

31

7.9

131

33.3

70

17.8

113

28.8

48

12.2

The agricultural teachers were asked to indicate their highest level of education
using five categories. Of the respondents three (0.7%) were high school graduates or
equivalent (GED), while eight (2.1%) had an associate degree. A total of 146 (37.2%)
participants identified their highest degree earned as bachelors. Two hundred and twentyeight (57.9%) of teachers had a master’s degree, while 8 (2.1%) declared that the highest
degree earned was a doctorate (see Table 7).
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Table 7
Highest Degree Earned by Agricultural Teachers
High School
Diploma/
GED

Associate
Degree

Bachelors

Masters

Doctorate

N

%

N

%

N

%

N

%

N

%

Kentucky

0

0.0

1

1.6

16

25.8

45

72.6

0

0.0

Maryland

0

0.0

0

0.0

7

21.2

24

72.7

2

6.1

Ohio

1

0.7

6

4.1

52

35.6

85

58.2

2

1.4

Pennsylvania

2

5.4

0

0.0

21

56.8

13

35.1

1

2.7

Virginia

0

0.0

1

1.5

33

51.6

30

46.9

0

0.0

West Virginia

0

0.0

0

0.0

17

33.3

31

60.8

3

5.9

Total

3

0.7

8

2.1

146

37.2

228

57.9

8

2.1

Using six categories, participants were asked to indicate their years of teaching
experience. Fifteen (3.8%) respondents indicated they had less than one year of teaching
experience, while 86 (21.8%) identified themselves as having 1 - 5 years of experience.
Seventy-three (18.5%) indicated they had 6 - 10 years of teaching experience with 59
(14.9%) identified with the 11 - 15 years of experience group. The 16 - 20 years category
included 43 (10.9%) participants, while 119 (30.1%) of the respondents indicated that
they had more than 20 years of teaching experience (see Table 8).
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Table 8
Years of Teaching Experience of Agricultural Teachers

Less than a year

1 - 5 years

6 - 10 years

11 - 15 years

16 - 20 years

More than 20
years

N

%

N

%

N

%

N

%

N

%

N

%

Kentucky

2

3.2

25

40.3

9

14.5

9

14.5

3

4.9

14

22.6

Maryland

1

3.0

4

12.1

6

18.2

4

12.1

5

15.2

13

39.4

Ohio

6

4.1

25

16.9

30

20.3

27

18.2

15

10.1

45

30.4

Pennsylvania

5

13.2

6

15.8

8

21.0

6

15.8

5

13.2

8

21.0

Virginia

1

1.6

13

20.6

13

20.6

10

15.9

8

12.7

18

28.6

West Virginia

0

0.0

13

25.5

7

13.7

3

5.9

7

13.7

21

41.2

Total

15

3.8

86

21.8

73

18.5

59

14.9

43

10.9

119

30.1
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The survey participants were asked to indicate their race using six categories. The
Asian and African-American categories had two (0.5%) respondents each. Five (1.3%)
participants indicated they were Native-American or Other Pacific Islander. A total of
376 (96.1%) of the respondents described themselves as White, while one (0.3%)
participant was Bi- Racial. Five (1.3%) respondents indicated they were in the others
category (see Table 8).
One (0.3%) respondent indicated they were of the Hispanic ethnicity, while 387
(99.7%) indicated they were non-Hispanic (see Table 9).
Table 9
Race and Ethnicity of Respondents
N

%

Asian

2

0.5

Black or African-American

2

0.5

5

1.3

American

376

96.1

Bi-Racial

1

0.3

Others

5

1.3

1

0.3

387

99.7

Race

Native-American or Other
Pacific Islander
White or European-

Ethnicity
Hispanic
Non-Hispanic
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The participants were asked to describe the area they grew up using four
categories. A total of 286 (72.9%) respondents indicated they grew up in a rural-farm
area, while 61 (15.6%) grew up in rural non-farm setting. Forty (10.2%) respondents
grew up in a suburban area and five (1.3%) participants indicated they grew up in an
urban setting (see Table 10).
Table 10
Area Agricultural Teachers Grew Up
Rural-farm

Rural non-farm

Suburban

Urban

N

%

N

%

N

%

N

%

Kentucky

48

78.7

10

16.4

3

4.9

0

0.0

Maryland

20

60.6

6

18.2

6

18.2

1

3.0

Ohio

116

80.0

12

8.3

15

10.3

2

1.4

Pennsylvania

29

76.4

7

18.4

1

2.6

1

2.6

Virginia

35

54.7

22

34.4

7

10.9

0

0.0

West Virginia

38

74.5

4

7.8

8

15.7

1

2.0

Total

286

72.9

61

15.6

40

10.2

5

1.3

Using three categories, the respondents were asked to indicate type of school
district in which they teach. Of the respondents, 281 (71.5%) of teachers indicated that
their school was located in rural setting. Eighty-seven (22.14%) respondents indicated
that they taught in a school that was located in a suburban area. Twenty-five (6.36%)
teachers taught in urban school districts (see Table 11).
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Table 11
School Setting of Agricultural Teachers
Rural

Suburban

Urban

N

%

N

%

N

%

Kentucky

46

74.2

13

21.0

3

4.8

Maryland

21

63.6

9

27.3

3

9.1

Ohio

106

73.1

27

18.6

12

8.3

Pennsylvania

26

68.4

9

23.7

3

7.9

Virginia

48

75.0

15

23.4

1

1.6

West Virginia

34

66.67

14

27.45

3

5.88

Total

281

71.50

87

22.14

25

6.36

The respondents were asked to indicate whether they had classroom diversity/
multicultural education course(s) in their undergraduate/graduate curriculum. Further, the
respondents were asked to indicate whether they attended classroom diversity/
multicultural education training(s) during their undergraduate/graduate program. Also the
respondents were requested to indicate whether they attended classroom diversity/
multicultural training(s) as part of their in-service professional programs. Of the
respondents, 154 (39.2%) took diversity/multicultural education course(s) while 130
(33.8%) attended diversity/multicultural training(s) in their undergraduate/graduate
curriculum. A total of 147 (37.8%) respondents attended classroom diversity/
multicultural education training(s) as part of their school’s in-service professional
programs (see Table 12).
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Table 12
Number of Teachers Who had Classroom Diversity/Multicultural Education Course(s)/Training(s)
Diversity/multicultural course(s)
taken in undergraduate/graduate
curriculum

Diversity/multicultural training(s)
attended in undergraduate/graduate
curriculum

Diversity/multicultural training(s)
attended as a part of in-service
professional programs

N

%

N

%

N

%

Kentucky

25

40.3

19

31.2

17

27.4

Maryland

16

48.5

10

31.6

24

72.7

Ohio

61

41.8

54

38.3

44

30.8

Pennsylvania

16

42.1

16

43.2

14

37.8

Virginia

17

27.0

15

23.8

23

36.5

West Virginia

19

37.3

16

31.4

25

49.0

Total

154

39.2

130

33.8

147

37.8
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The participants that had pre-service classroom diversity/multicultural education
course(s)/training(s) were asked to indicate the number of course(s)/training(s) they had.
Similarly, agricultural teachers that attended in-service professional development
training(s) were asked to indicate the number of training(s) they attended.
The respondents who had classroom diversity/multicultural course(s) in their
undergraduate/graduate curriculum had a mean of 2.25 (SD = 2.42) courses. Participants
who attended classroom diversity/multicultural training(s) during their undergraduate/
graduate curriculum had a mean of 2.30 (SD = 3.34) trainings. A mean of 3.61 (SD =
.4.88) was reported for the number of classroom diversity/multicultural education
training(s) attended as part of their schools in-service professional program (see Table
13).
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Table 13
Number of Classroom Diversity/Multicultural Education Course(s)/Training(s) Attended by Agricultural Teachers
Number of diversity/multicultural
course(s) taken in
undergraduate/graduate curriculum

Number of diversity/multicultural
training(s) attended in
undergraduate/graduate curriculum

Number of diversity/multicultural
training(s) attended as a part of inservice professional programs

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

Kentucky

1.68

0.90

3.00

5.10

5.33

7.73

Maryland

1.88

1.09

1.82

0.98

3.00

1.72

Ohio

2.61

3.24

2.26

3.18

3.95

6.36

Pennsylvania

2.13

0.92

2.93

4.76

2.50

3.37

Virginia

1.72

0.83

1.64

0.93

2.43

1.54

West Virginia

2.70

3.13

2.00

2.25

4.00

3.37

Total

2.25

2.42

2.30

3.34

3.61

4.88
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Findings Related to Research Question Two
The second research question was to describe the perceptions of agricultural
teachers on classroom diversity and inclusion. Out of the 22 questions in Part I of the
questionnaire, 13 questions were designed to understand the perceptions of participants
on classroom diversity and inclusion. Question 1, questions 3 through question 7, and
questions 16 through 22 of the survey were used to describe the perceptions of the
agricultural teachers. Frequencies and percentages were used to describe the perceptions
of teachers on classroom diversity and inclusion.
Two hundred and ninety-three (68.8%) respondents disagreed to the statement “I
believe all students belong in a regular education classroom” while 133 (31.2%) agreed.
Three hundred and eight (72.5%) survey participants agreed to the statement “I believe
that students enrolled in agricultural education programs represent the student diversity of
the school-aged population” while 117 (27.5%) disagreed (see Table 14).
Four hundred and nine (95.6%) respondents agreed to the statement “I believe
that students of all races are capable of the same academic performance” while 19 (4.4%)
disagreed. Three hundred and ninety-eight (93.2%) participants agreed to the statement “I
believe that students from other cultures are capable of the same academic performance
as students of mainstream American culture” while 29 (6.8%) disagreed. Three hundred
and fifty-eight (84.0%) respondents agreed to the statement “I believe that English as
Second Language (ESL) students are equally capable of academic achievement as
traditional English speaking students” while 68 (16.0%) disagreed. Of the respondents,
355 (86.0%) agreed to the statement “I believe that students with disabilities are capable
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of high academic performance when taught with appropriate teaching techniques” while
58 (14%) disagreed (see Table 14).
Of the respondents, 392 (95.4%) agreed to the statement “I believe a diverse
classroom can improve social relationships between students of all races/ethnicities”
while 19 (4.6%) disagreed. Three hundred and seventy (90.0%) participants agreed to the
statement “I believe that inclusive education can improve social relationships between
students with and without disabilities” while 41 (10.0%) disagreed. Three hundred and
forty-one (84.6%) respondents agreed to the statement “I believe that class enrollment
numbers should be low in order to teach a diverse classroom effectively” while 62
(15.4%) disagreed (see Table 14).
Three hundred and eighty (94.5%) respondents agreed to the statement “I believe
that it is my responsibility to embrace diversity in my classroom” while 22 (5.5%)
disagreed. Of the survey participants, 128 (31.9%) agreed to the statement “I believe that
teaching ethnic customs and traditions is my responsibility” while 273 (68.1%) disagreed.
Two hundred and ninety (72.0%) of the participants agreed to the statement “I believed
that students with disabilities learn more if taught by specially trained teachers” while
113 (28.0%) disagreed. Of the respondents, 320 (80.0%) agreed to the statement that ESL
students learn more if taught by bilingual teachers” while 80 (20.0%) disagreed (see
Table 14).
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Table 14
The Perceptions of Respondents on Classroom Diversity and Inclusion
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

N

%

N

%

N

%

N

%

all students belong in a regular education classroom

86

20.2

207

48.6

115

27.0

18

4.2

students enrolled in agricultural education programs represent
the student diversity of the school-aged population

11

2.6

106

24.9

236

55.5

72

17.0

students of all races are capable of the same academic
performance

8

1.8

11

2.6

136

31.8

273

63.8

students from other cultures are capable of the same academic
performance as students of mainstream American culture

4

0.9

25

5.9

168

39.3

230

53.9

English as a Second Language (ESL) students are equally
capable of academic achievement

15

3.5

53

12.5

202

47.4

156

36.6

students with disabilities are capable of high academic
performance when taught with appropriate teaching
techniques

2

0.5

56

13.5

246

59.6

109

26.4

I believe that …
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Table 14 (continued)
The Perceptions of Respondents on Classroom Diversity and Inclusion
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

N

%

N

%

N

%

N

%

a diverse classroom can improve social relationships between
students of all races/ethnicities

3

0.7

16

3.9

260

63.3

132

32.1

inclusive education can improve social relationships between
students with and without disabilities

5

1.2

36

8.8

268

65.2

102

24.8

class enrollment numbers should be low in order to teach a
diverse classroom effectively

3

0.7

59

14.7

197

48.9

144

35.7

it is my responsibility to embrace diversity in my classroom

4

1.0

18

4.5

207

51.5

173

43.0

teaching ethnic customs and traditions is my responsibility

64

16.0

209

52.1

106

26.4

22

5.5

students with disabilities learn more if taught by specially
trained teachers

5

1.2

108

26.8

212

52.6

78

19.4

ESL students learn more if taught by bilingual teachers

5

1.3

75

18.7

243

60.7

77

19.3

I believe that …
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Findings Related to Research Question Three
The third research question was to describe the perceived confidence levels of
agricultural teachers on teaching in a diverse classroom. Part I of the questionnaire
consisted of nine questions to understand the perceived confidence levels of respondents
on teaching in a diverse classroom. Question 2 and questions 8 through 15 of the survey
were used to describe the perceived confidence levels of agricultural teachers on teaching
in a diverse classroom. Frequencies and percentages were used to describe the
agricultural teachers perceived confidence levels.
Of the agricultural teachers who responded to the survey, 398 (93.9%) agreed to
the statement “I understand the concept of classroom diversity inclusion” while 26
(6.1%) disagreed. Three hundred and eighty-one (92.5%) participants agreed to the
statement “I believe that I can effectively teach students from all racial/ethnic groups”
while 31 (7.5%) disagreed. Three hundred and seventy (89.8%) respondents agreed to the
statement “I believe that I can effectively teach students of all cultures” while 42 (10.2%)
disagreed. Two hundred and thirty-three (57.2%) teachers agreed to the statement “I
believe that I am able to teach ESL students as effectively as native English speaking
children” while 175 (42.8%) disagreed. Two hundred and seventy-five (67.7%) agreed to
the statement “I believe that I am able to teach students with disabilities as effectively as
students without disabilities” while 131 (32.3%) disagreed (see Table 15).
Of the respondents 372 (90.7%) agreed to the statement “I believe that I am able
to effectively discipline students from all racial groups” while 38 (9.3%) disagreed. Three
hundred and eleven (75.7%) participants agreed to the statement “I believe that I
understand the differences in the behavior of students due to their cultures” while 100
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(24.3%) disagreed. Two hundred and sixty (63.9%) respondents agreed to the statement
“I believe that I am able to effectively communicate with ESL students” while 147
(36.1%) disagreed. A total of 360 (88.0%) teachers agreed to the statement “I believe that
I am able to effectively manage students with disabilities according to recommendations
made in their Individual Education Plans (IEP)” while 49 (12.0%) disagreed (see Table
15).
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Table 15
The Perceived Confidence Levels of Respondents on Teaching in a Diverse Classroom
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

N

%

N

%

N

%

N

%

I understand the concept of classroom diversity
inclusion

7

1.6

19

4.5

281

66.3

117

27.6

I can effectively teach students from all racial/ethnic
groups

3

0.7

28

6.8

199

48.3

182

44.2

I can effectively teach students of all cultures

4

1.0

38

9.2

216

52.4

154

37.4

I am able to teach ESL students as effectively as
native English speaking children

19

4.6

156

38.2

194

47.6

39

9.6

I am able to teach students with disabilities as
effectively as students without disabilities

8

2.0

123

30.3

216

53.2

59

14.5

I am able to effectively discipline students from all
racial groups

3

0.7

35

8.6

226

55.1

146

35.6

I believe that …
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Table 15 (continued)
The Perceived Confidence Levels of Respondents on Teaching in a Diverse Classroom
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

N

%

N

%

N

%

N

%

I am able to understand the differences in the
behavior of students due to their cultures

3

0.7

97

23.6

250

60.9

61

14.8

I am able to effectively communicate with ESL
students

19

4.7

128

31.4

234

57.5

26

6.4

I effectively manage students with disabilities
according to recommendations in their IEPs

2

0.5

47

11.5

267

65.3

93

22.7

I believe that …

91

Findings Related to Research Question Four
The fourth research question was to describe the perceived needs of agricultural
teachers on classroom diversity and inclusion. Part II of the questionnaire consisted of
nine questions designed to understand the perceived needs of respondents on classroom
diversity, inclusion, and multicultural education. Questions 23 through 31 of the survey
questionnaire were used to describe the perceived needs of responding teachers.
Frequencies and percentages were used to describe the agricultural teachers’ perceived
needs on classroom diversity and inclusion.
Of the respondents, 290 (73.0%) agreed to the statement “I need more information
on the differences in the customs and traditions of students from different racial/ethnic
backgrounds” while 107 (27.0%) disagreed. Three hundred and two (76.3%) participants
agreed to the statement “I need more information on the differences in the customs and
traditions of students from different cultural backgrounds” while 94 (23.7%) disagreed.
Three hundred and sixteen (79.6%) participants agreed to the statement “I need more
information on teaching techniques to use with ESL students” while 81 (20.4%)
disagreed. Two hundred and eighty-three (72.0%) respondents agreed to the statement “I
need more information on teaching techniques to use with students with disabilities”
while 110 (28.0%) disagreed (see Table 16).
A total of 285 (72.5%) participants agreed to the statement “I need more
information on different types of student disabilities” while 108 (27.5%) disagreed. Two
hundred and fifty-nine (65.8%) respondents agreed to the statement “I need more
information on special education laws” while 135 (34.2%) disagreed. Two hundred and
thirty-seven (60.6%) teachers agreed to the statement “I need more information on how to

92

create a “least restrictive environment” in my classroom” while 154 (39.4%) disagreed.
One hundred and sixty-four (41.5%) respondents agreed to the statement “I need more
information on understanding student’s Individual Educational Plans (IEP)” while 231
(58.5%) disagreed. Two hundred and seventy-four (69.9%) participants agreed to the
statement “I need more information on culturally responsive pedagogy” while 118
(30.1%) disagreed (see Table 16).
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Table 16
The Perceived Needs of Teachers on Classroom Diversity and Inclusion
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

N

%

N

%

N

%

N

%

customs and traditions of students from different
racial/ethnic backgrounds

11

2.8

96

24.2

256

64.5

34

8.5

customs and traditions of students from different
cultural backgrounds

9

2.3

85

21.4

262

66.2

40

10.1

teaching techniques to use with ESL students

8

2.0

73

18.4

261

65.7

55

13.9

teaching techniques to use with students with
disabilities

7

1.8

103

26.2

237

60.3

46

11.7

different types of student disabilities

6

1.5

102

26.0

248

63.1

37

9.4

special education laws

19

4.8

116

29.4

215

54.6

44

11.2

how to create a “least restrictive environment” in my
classroom

18

4.6

136

34.8

212

54.2

25

6.4

I need more information on …
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Table 16 (continued)
The Perceived Needs of Teachers on Classroom Diversity and Inclusion
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

N

%

N

%

N

%

N

%

understanding student’s Individual Educational Plan
(IEP)

26

6.6

205

51.9

150

38.0

14

3.5

culturally responsive pedagogy

16

4.1

102

26.0

246

62.8

28

7.1

I need more information on …
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Findings Related to Research Question Five
The fifth research question was to describe the level of willingness of respondents
to participate in classroom diversity college courses/professional trainings. Part II of the
questionnaire consisted of eight questions that inquired whether the agricultural teachers
would like to participate in college courses/professional trainings on classroom diversity.
Questions 32 through 39 were used to understand the willingness of the teachers to
participate in college courses/professional trainings on classroom diversity. Frequencies
and percentages were used to describe the agricultural teachers’ willingness to participate
in college courses/professional trainings on classroom diversity.
Of the participants, 174 (44.1%) agreed to the statement “I would participate in a
college course on racial/ethnic diversity in the classrooms” while 221 (55.9%) disagreed.
One hundred and eighty-two (46.9%) respondents agreed to the statement “I would
participate in a college course on cultural diversity in the classrooms” while 206 (53.1%)
disagreed. One hundred and ninety-two (49.2%) participants agreed to statement “I
would participate in a college course on teaching techniques to use with ESL students”
while 198 (50.8%) disagreed. Two hundred and forty-nine (52.6%) respondents agreed to
the statement “I would participate in a college course on special education techniques to
use with students with disabilities” while 149 (37.4%) disagreed (see Table 17).
A total of 299 (87.5%) respondents agreed to the statement “I would participate in
a professional development workshop on racial/ethnic diversity in the classrooms” while
87 (22.5%) disagreed. Three hundred and five (79.2%) participants agreed to the
statement “I would participate in a professional development workshop on cultural
diversity in the classrooms” while 80 (20.8%) disagreed. Three hundred and four (78.1%)
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of the respondents agreed to the statement “I would participate in a professional
development workshop on teaching techniques to use with ESL students” while 85
(21.9%) disagreed. Of the respondents 343 (88.2%) agreed to the statement “I would
participate in a professional development workshop on special education techniques to
use with students with disabilities” while 46 (11.8%) disagreed (see Table 17).
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Table 17
The Willingness of Respondents to Participate in College Courses/Professional Trainings on Classroom Diversity and Inclusion
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

N

%

N

%

N

%

N

%

college course on racial/ethnic diversity in the
classrooms

61

15.4

160

40.5

154

39.0

20

5.1

college course on cultural diversity in the classrooms

57

14.7

149

38.4

159

41.0

23

5.9

college course on teaching techniques to use with
ESL students

49

12.6

149

38.2

168

43.1

24

6.1

college course on special education techniques to use
with students with disabilities

35

8.8

114

28.6

209

52.5

40

10.1

professional development workshop racial/ethnic
diversity in the classrooms

27

7.0

60

15.5

250

64.8

49

12.7

professional development workshop on cultural
diversity in the classrooms

23

6.0

57

14.8

253

65.7

52

13.5

I would participate in a …
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Table 17 (continued)
The Willingness of Respondents to Participate in College Courses/Professional Trainings on Classroom Diversity and Inclusion
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

N

%

N

%

N

%

N

%

professional development workshop on teaching
techniques to use with ESL students

21

5.4

64

16.5

254

65.3

50

12.8

professional development workshop on special
education techniques to use with students with
disabilities

15

3.8

31

8.0

273

70.2

70

18.0

I would participate in a …

99

Findings Related to Research Question Six
The objective of research question 6 was to determine if relationships existed
among demographic characteristics of agricultural teachers and the four constructs of the
study. Composite score averages of the four constructs in the study were calculated. The
researcher also established a scale to guide the interpretation of the composite score
averages. The scale was developed to coincide with the response categories provided to
the participants and included the following categories: 1.00 to 1.49 = Strongly Disagree;
1.50 to 2.49 = Disagree; 2.50 to 3.49 = Agree; and 3.50 to 4.00 = Strongly Agree.
The composite score average for perceptions of the respondents was 3.02 (SD =
.343) indicating that the respondents on an average “agreed” with the statements on the
survey regarding perceptions of teachers on classroom diversity and inclusion. The
composite mean average for the perceived confidence levels of teachers on teaching in a
diverse classroom was 3.02 (SD = .436) indicating that the respondents on an average
“agreed” to the statements on perceived confidence levels in the questionnaire.
Composite score average was calculated for the statements related to the perceived needs
of teachers on diversity/multicultural education. The composite score average was 2.74
(SD = .476) indicated that the respondents on an average “agreed.” The average for the
willingness of teachers to participate in classroom diversity college courses/trainings was
2.67 (SD = .602) indicated that the responded on an average “agreed” to the statements
(see Table 18).
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Table 18
Composite Score Averages of the Four Constructs of the Study
M

SD

Perceptions of participants on classroom diversity

3.02

.343

Perceived confidence levels on teaching in a diverse classroom

3.02

.436

Perceived needs on classroom diversity/multicultural education

2.74

.476

Willingness to participate in classroom diversity college courses/
professional in-service trainings

2.67

.602

Scale: 1.00 to 1.49 = Strongly Disagree; 1.50 to 2.49 Disagree; 2.50 to 3.49 = Agree; and
3.50 to 4.00 = Strongly Agree
Tests of Hypotheses
The hypotheses developed to guide research question 6 were tested using a series
of independent samples t-tests and analyses of variances (ANOVA), where applicable.
These statistical procedures were used to compare demographic variables (independent
variables) on scaled variables (dependent variables). If the ANOVA was statistically
significant, Tukey’s post-hoc analysis was used to determine which of the group means
were different. The magnitude of the statistical differences was estimated and reported
using Cohen’s effect sizes interpretation (see Table 3). An alpha level of .05 was set a
priori to determine statistical significance.
Null Hypothesis One
No differences existed in perceptions of agricultural teachers on classroom
diversity in the presence of state, gender, age, level of education, teaching experience,
area teachers grew up, school setting, pre-service diversity course(s)/training(s) attended,
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or in-service diversity/multicultural training(s) attended. This hypothesis was tested using
independent samples t-tests and ANOVA, where applicable.
The perceptions of respondents on classroom diversity by gender.
Of the respondents, 232 were male while163 were female (see Table 19). The null
hypothesis was no differences existed in the perceptions of agricultural teachers on
classroom diversity by gender. The alternative hypothesis was differences existed in the
perceptions of male and female participants.
Male participants had a composite mean score of 3.00 (SD = .341) while female
participants had a composite mean score of 3.09 (SD = .312) (see Table 19).
An independent samples t-test statistical analysis procedure was used to determine
if differences existed in the perceptions on classroom diversity by gender of participants.
The statistical analysis results (t = -2.685, df = 393) were significant at α < .05 (see Table
19). The null hypothesis was rejected and alternative hypothesis was accepted. The
difference between the means of male and female participants exhibited a large effect
size (Cohen 1988).
Table 19
Comparison of the Perceptions of Teachers on Classroom Diversity by Gender
N

M

SD

df

t

Male

232

3.00

.341

393

-2.685*

Female

163

3.09

.312

*

α < .05
The perceptions of respondents by age.
The composite mean scores of the perceptions were calculated by the age group

categories of the respondents. Participants below the age of 26 years had a composite
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mean score of 3.08 (SD = .264) while respondents in the age group of 26 - 35 years had a
composite mean score of 3.07 (SD = .300). Participants in the age group of 36 - 45 years
had mean composite score of 2.99 (SD = .383) while participants in the age group of 46 55 years had a mean of 3.03 (SD = .313). The composite mean score of participants aged
56 years and above was 2.98 (SD = .407) (see Table 20).
Table 20
Summary of the Perceptions Scale by Age
N

M

SD

Below 26 years

31

3.08

0.264

26 - 35 years

132

3.07

0.300

36 - 45 years

70

2.99

0.383

46 - 55 years

113

3.03

0.313

56 years and above

48

2.98

0.407

A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed on the composite mean
scores of the different age group categories to test the null hypothesis that there was no
significant difference in the perceptions of the respondents by age. The ANOVA
produced an F value of 1.322 and was not significant at α < .05 (see Table 21). The
researcher failed to reject the null hypothesis that there was no significant difference in
the perceptions of the respondents by age.
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Table 21
Analysis of Variance: The Perceptions Scale by Age
Source

df

SS

MS

F

4

.581

.145

1.322

Within Groups

389

42.741

.110

Total

393

43.322

Between Groups

The perceptions of respondents by level of education.
Respondents were asked to indicate the highest degree earned using five
categories; high school diploma (GED), associate degree, bachelors, masters and
doctorate. Respondents with high school diploma, associate degree and doctoral degree
were fewer than 10. Hence the researcher regrouped the five categories into two
categories; respondents with bachelors and below (high school diploma/GED, associate
degree and bachelors) and respondents with masters and above (masters and doctorate).
A total of 157 respondents indicated that they had a high school diploma (GED),
associate degree or a bachelor’s degree while 236 participants either had a master’s
degree or a doctorate (see Table 22). The null hypothesis was that no differences existed
in the perceptions of agricultural teachers on classroom diversity by level of education.
The alternative hypothesis was that differences existed in the perceptions of participants
by level of education.
The composite mean score of participants that had a bachelor’s degree or below
was 3.01 (SD = .262) while participants that had a master’s degree or above had a
composite mean score of 3.05 (SD = .372) (see Table 22).

104

An independent samples t-test statistical analysis procedure was used to determine
if differences existed in the perceptions on classroom diversity by level of education. The
statistical analysis results (t = -1.277, df = 390) were not significant at α < .05 (see Table
22). The researcher failed to reject the null hypothesis that no differences existed in the
perceptions of respondents by level of education.
Table 22
Comparison of the Perceptions Scale by Level of Education
N

M

SD

df

t

Bachelors and below

157

3.01

.262

390

-1.277

Masters and above

236

3.05

.372

The perceptions of respondents by state.
The composite mean scores of the perceptions were calculated by the state in
which the respondents taught. Participants from Kentucky had a composite mean score of
3.09 (SD = .283) while respondents from Maryland had a composite mean score of 2.99
(SD = .289). Teachers from Ohio had composite mean score of 3.04 (SD = .281) while
participants from Pennsylvania had a mean of 3.00 (SD = .310). The composite mean
score of participants from Virginia was 3.04 (SD = .334) while participants from West
Virginia had a composite mean score 3.01 (SD = .516) (see Table 23).
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Table 23
Summary of the Perceptions Scale by State
N

M

SD

Kentucky

62

3.09

0.283

Maryland

33

2.99

0.289

Ohio

148

3.04

0.281

Pennsylvania

38

3.00

0.310

Virginia

64

3.04

0.334

West Virginia

51

3.01

0.516

A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed on the composite mean
scores of the participants by state to test null hypothesis that there was no significant
difference in the perceptions of the respondents by state. The ANOVA produced an F
value of .638 and was not significant at α < .05 (see Table 24). The researcher failed to
reject the null hypothesis that there was no significant difference in the perceptions of the
respondents by age.
Table 24
Analysis of Variance: The Perceptions Scale by State
Source

SS

MS

F

5

.352

.070

.638

Within Groups

390

43.065

.110

Total

395

43.417

Between Groups

df
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The perceptions of respondents by years of teaching experience.
The composite mean scores of the perceptions were calculated by years of
teaching experience. Participants with less than one year of teaching experience had a
composite mean score of 3.07 (SD = .274) while respondents with 1 - 5 years of teaching
experience had a composite mean score of 3.10 (SD = .291). Teachers with 6 - 10 years
of teaching experience had composite mean score of 3.03 (SD = .292) while participants
with 11 -15 years of teaching experience had a mean of 3.05 (SD = .343). The composite
mean score of participants with 16 - 20 years of teaching experience was 3.03 (SD =
.343) while participants with more than 20 years of teaching experience had a composite
mean score 2.98 (SD = .370) (see Table 25).
Table 25
Summary of the Perceptions Scale by Years of Teaching Experience
N

M

SD

< One year

15

3.07

0.274

1 - 5 years

86

3.10

0.291

6-10 years

73

3.03

0.292

11 - 15 years

59

3.05

0.343

16 - 20years

43

3.03

0.343

> 20 years

119

2.98

0.370

A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed on the composite mean
scores of the participants by years of teaching experience to test null hypothesis that there
was no significant differences in the perceptions of the respondents by years of teaching
experience. The ANOVA produced an F value of 1.434 and was not significant at α < .05
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(see Table 26). The researcher failed to reject the null hypothesis that there was no
significant difference in the perceptions of the respondents by years of teaching
experience.
Table 26
Analysis of Variance: The Perceptions Scale by Years of Teaching Experience
Source

df

SS

MS

F

5

.780

.156

1.434

Within Groups

389

42.308

.109

Total

394

43.088

Between Groups

The perceptions of respondents by area teachers grew up.
Respondents were asked to indicate the area they grew up using four categories;
rural-non-farm, rural-farm, suburban and urban. Respondents who indicated that they
grew up in urban area were fewer than 10. Hence the researcher regrouped the four
categories into three categories; rural-non-farm, rural-farm, suburban/urban.
The composite mean scores of the perceptions was calculated by the area teachers
grew up. Participants who grew up in rural-farm area had a composite mean score of 3.04
(SD = .290) while respondents who grew up in rural-non-farm area had a composite mean
score of 3.04 (SD = .305). The composite mean score of participants who grew up in
suburban/urban area was 2.99 (SD = .550) (see Table 27).
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Table 27
Summary of the Perceptions Scale by Area Teachers Grew Up
N

M

SD

Rural-Farm

287

3.04

0.290

Rural-Non-Farm

61

3.04

0.305

Suburban/Urban

45

2.99

0.550

A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed on the composite mean
scores of the participants by the area they grew up to test null hypothesis that there was
no significant differences in the perceptions of the respondents by the area they grew up.
The ANOVA produced an F value of .398 and was not significant at α < .05 (see Table
28). The researcher failed to reject the null hypothesis that there was no significant
difference in the perceptions of the respondents by the area they grew.
Table 28
Analysis of Variance: The Perceptions Scale by Area Teachers Grew Up
Source

df

SS

MS

F

2

.088

.044

.398

Within Groups

390

42.953

.110

Total

392

43.041

Between Groups

The perceptions of teachers by school district description.
The composite mean score of the perceptions was calculated by the school district
setting. Participants who taught in a rural school districts had a composite mean score of
3.04 (SD = .291) while respondents who taught in a suburban school districts had a
109

composite mean score of 3.05 (SD = .386). The composite mean score of participants
who taught in urban school districts had a composite mean score 2.97 (SD = .518) (see
Table 29).
Table 29
Summary of the Perceptions Scale by School District Description
N

M

SD

Rural

282

3.04

0.291

Suburban

87

3.05

0.386

Urban

25

2.97

0.518

A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed on the composite mean
scores of the participants by school district setting they taught at to test null hypothesis
that there was no significant differences in the perceptions of the respondents by the
school district setting. The ANOVA produced an F value of .612 and was not significant
at α < .05 (see Table 30). The researcher failed to reject the null hypothesis that there was
no significant difference in the perceptions of the respondents by school district setting.
Table 30
Analysis of Variance: The Perceptions Scale by School District Description
Source

SS

MS

F

2

.135

.068

.612

Within Groups

391

43.175

.110

Total

393

43.310

Between Groups

df
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The perceptions of respondents on classroom diversity by pre-service
diversity/multicultural course(s) taken.
A total of 154 respondents had classroom diversity/multicultural education
course(s) in their college curriculum while 240 participants did not (see Table 31). The
null hypothesis was that no differences existed in the perceptions of agricultural teachers
on classroom diversity by pre-service diversity/multicultural course(s) taken. The
alternative hypothesis was that differences existed in the perceptions of participants by
pre-service diversity/multicultural course(s) taken.
The composite mean score of participants that had pre-service diversity/
multicultural course(s) was 3.06 (SD = .318) while participants that did not have preservice diversity/multicultural course(s) had a composite mean score of 3.02 (SD = .340)
(see Table 31).
An independent samples t-test statistical analysis procedure was used to determine
if differences existed in the perceptions on classroom diversity by pre-service classroom
diversity/multicultural course(s) taken. The statistical analysis results (t = 1.217, df =
392) were not significant at α < .05 (see Table 31). The researcher failed to reject the null
hypothesis that no differences existed in the perceptions of respondents by pre-service
classroom diversity/multicultural courses(s) taken.
Table 31
Comparison of the Perceptions Scale by Pre-service Course(s) Taken
N

M

SD

df

t

Yes

154

3.06

.318

392

1.217

No

240

3.02

.340
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The perceptions of respondents on classroom diversity by pre-service
diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.
Of the respondents, 130 teachers had classroom diversity/multicultural training(s)
during their college curriculum while 256 did not (see Table 32). The null hypothesis was
that no differences existed in the perceptions of agricultural teachers by pre-service
diversity/multicultural training(s) attended. The alternative hypothesis was differences
existed in the perceptions of teachers by pre-service diversity/multicultural training(s)
attended.
Respondents who attended diversity/multicultural training(s) during their college
curriculum had a composite mean score of 3.08 (SD = .328) on perceptions scale while
participants who did not attend diversity/multicultural training(s) had a composite mean
score of 3.00 (SD = .333) (see Table 32).
An independent samples t-test statistical analysis procedure was used to determine
if differences existed in the perceptions on classroom diversity by diversity/multicultural
training(s) during their college curriculum. The statistical analysis results (t = -2.263, df =
384) were significant at α < .05 (see Table 32). The null hypothesis was rejected and
alternative hypothesis was accepted. The difference between the means of the two groups
exhibited a medium effect size (Cohen 1988).
Table 32
Comparison of the Perceptions Scale by Pre-service Training(s) Attended
N

M

SD

df

t

Yes

130

3.08

.328

384

2.263*

No

256

3.00

.333

*

α < .05
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The perceptions of respondents on classroom diversity by in-service
diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.
A total of 147 respondents had classroom diversity/multicultural education
training(s) as part of professional development while 243 did not (see Table 33). The null
hypothesis was that no differences existed in the perceptions of agricultural teachers on
classroom diversity by in-service diversity/multicultural training(s) attended. The
alternative hypothesis was that differences existed in the perceptions of participants who
had in-service diversity/multicultural training(s) and who did not.
Participants that had in-service diversity and multicultural training(s) had a
composite mean score of 3.05 (SD = .314) while respondents who did not have in-service
diversity and multicultural trainings(s) had a composite mean score of 3.03 (SD = .383)
(see Table 33).
An independent samples t-test statistical analysis procedure was used to determine
if differences existed in the perceptions on classroom diversity by in-service
diversity/multicultural education training(s) attended by the participants. The statistical
analysis results (t = .592, df = 345) were not significant at α < .05. The researcher failed
to reject the null hypothesis that no differences existed in the perceptions of agricultural
teachers on classroom diversity by in-service diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.
Table 33
Comparison of the Perceptions Scale by In-service Training(s) Attended
N

M

SD

df

t

Yes

147

3.05

.314

388

.592

No

243

3.03

.345
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Null Hypothesis Two
No differences exist in perceived confidence levels of agricultural teachers on
teaching in a diverse classroom in the presence of state, gender, age, level of education,
teaching experience, area teachers grew up, school setting, pre-service
diversity/multicultural course(s)/training(s) attended, or in-service diversity/multicultural
training(s) attended. The hypotheses were tested using independent samples t-tests and
analyses of variance, where applicable.
The perceived confidence levels of respondents by gender.
Of the respondents, 232 were male and 163 were female (see Table 34). The null
hypothesis was no differences existed in the perceived confidence levels of agricultural
teachers on classroom diversity by gender. The alternative hypothesis was differences
existed in the perceived confidence levels of male and female participants.
Male participants had a composite mean score of 3.00 (SD = .447) while female
participants had a composite mean score of 3.05 (SD = .431) (see Table 34).
An independent samples t-test statistical analysis procedure was used to determine
if differences existed in the perceived confidence levels of respondents on teaching in a
diverse classroom by gender of participants. The statistical analysis results (t = -1.099, df
= 393) were not significant at α < .05 (see Table 34). The researcher failed to reject null
hypothesis that no differences existed in the perceived confidence levels on classroom
diversity of agricultural teachers by gender.
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Table 34
Comparison of the Perceived Confidence Levels Scale by Gender
N

M

SD

df

t

Male

232

3.00

.447

393

-1.099

Female

163

3.05

.431

The perceived confidence levels of respondents by age.
The composite mean scores of the perceived confidence levels of participants
were calculated by the age group categories of the respondents. Participants below the
age of 26 years had a composite mean score of 2.94 (SD = .402) while respondents in the
age group of 26 - 35 years had a composite mean score of 2.97 (SD = .423). Participants
in the age group of 36 - 45 years had mean composite score of 3.07 (SD = .456) while
participants in the age group of 46 - 55 years had a mean of 3.07 (SD = .452). The
composite mean score of participants aged 56 years and above was 3.00 (SD = .466) (see
Table 35).
Table 35
Summary of the Perceived Confidence Levels Scale by Age
N

M

SD

Below 26 years

31

2.94

0.402

26 - 35 years

132

2.97

0.423

36 - 45 years

70

3.07

0.456

46 - 55 years

113

3.07

0.452

56 years and above

48

3.00

0.466
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A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed on the composite mean
scores of the different age group categories to test the null hypothesis that there was no
significant difference in the perceived confidence levels of the respondents by age. The
ANOVA produced an F value of 1.267 and was not significant at α < .05 (see Table 36).
The researcher failed to reject the null hypothesis that there was no significant difference
in the perceived confidence levels of the respondents by age.
Table 36
Analysis of Variance: The Perceived Confidence Levels Scale by Age
Source

df

SS

MS

F

4

.987

.247

1.267

Within Groups

389

75.778

.195

Total

393

76.765

Between Groups

The perceived confidence levels of respondents by level of education.
Respondents were asked to indicate the highest degree earned using five
categories; high school diploma/GED, associate degree, bachelors, masters and doctorate.
Respondents with high school diploma, associate degree and doctoral degree were fewer
than 10. Hence the researcher regrouped the five categories into two categories;
respondents with bachelors and below (high school diploma/GED, associate degree and
bachelors) and respondents with masters and above (masters and doctorate).
A total of 157 respondents indicated that they had a high school diploma /GED,
associate degree or a bachelor’s degree while 236 participants either had a master’s
degree or a doctorate (see Table 37). The null hypothesis was that no differences existed
in the perceived confidence levels of agricultural teachers on classroom diversity by level
116

of education. The alternative hypothesis was that differences existed in the perceived
confidence levels of participants by level of education.
The composite mean score of participants that had a bachelor’s degree or below
was 2.99 (SD = .408) while participants that had a master’s degree or above had a
composite mean score of 3.03 (SD = .464) (see Table 37).
An independent samples t-test statistical analysis procedure was used to determine
if differences existed in the perceived confidence levels on teaching in a diverse
classroom by level of education. The statistical analysis results (t = -1.021, df = 391)
were not significant at α < .05 (see Table 37). The researcher failed to reject the null
hypothesis that no differences existed in the perceived confidence levels of respondents
on teaching in a diverse classroom by level of education.
Table 37
Comparison of the Perceived Confidence Levels Scale by Level of Education
N

M

SD

df

t

Bachelors and below

157

2.99

.408

391

-1.021

Masters and above

236

3.03

.464

The perceived confidence levels of respondents by state.
The composite mean scores of the perceived confidence levels were calculated by
the state in which the respondents taught. Participants from Kentucky had a composite
mean score of 3.04 (SD = .386) while respondents from Maryland had a composite mean
score of 2.99 (SD = .512). Teachers from Ohio had mean composite score of 3.03 (SD =
.432) while participants from Pennsylvania had a mean of 2.90 (SD = .413). The
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composite mean score of participants from Virginia was 3.02 (SD = .452) while teachers
from West Virginia had a composite mean score 3.03 (SD = .688) (see Table 38).
Table 38
Summary of the Perceived Confidence Levels Scale by State
N

M

SD

Kentucky

62

3.04

0.386

Maryland

33

2.99

0.512

Ohio

148

3.03

0.432

Pennsylvania

38

2.9

0.413

Virginia

64

3.02

0.452

West Virginia

51

3.03

0.688

A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed on the composite mean
scores of the participants by state to test null hypothesis that there was no significant
difference in the perceived confidence levels of the respondents by state. The ANOVA
produced an F value of .655 and was not significant at α < .05 (see Table 39). The
researcher failed to reject the null hypothesis that there was no significant difference in
the perceived confidence levels of the respondents by age.
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Table 39
Analysis of Variance: The Perceived Confidence Levels Scale by State
Source

df

SS

MS

F

5

.641

.128

.655

Within Groups

390

76.393

.196

Total

395

77.035

Between Groups

The perceived confidence levels of respondents by years of teaching
experience.
The composite mean scores of the perceived confidence levels of respondents
were calculated by years of teaching experience. Participants with less than one year of
teaching experience had a composite mean score of 2.95 (SD = .328) while respondents
with 1 - 5 years of teaching experience had a composite mean score of 3.00 (SD = .455).
Teachers with 6 - 10 years of teaching experience had mean composite score of 3.00 (SD
= .409) while participants with 11 -15 years of teaching experience had a mean of 3.00
(SD = .471). The composite mean score of participants with 16 - 20 years of teaching
experience was 3.09 (SD = .427) while participants with more than 20 years of teaching
experience had a composite mean score 3.03 (SD = .450) (see Table 40).
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Table 40
Summary of the Perceived Confidence Levels Scale by Years of Teaching Experience
N

M

SD

< One year

15

2.95

0.328

1 - 5 years

86

3.00

0.455

6-10 years

73

3.00

0.409

11 - 15 years

59

3.00

0.471

16 - 20years

43

3.09

0.427

> 20 years

119

3.03

0.450

A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed on the composite mean
scores of the participants by years of teaching experience to test null hypothesis that there
was no significant differences in the perceived confidence levels of the respondents by
years of experience. The ANOVA produced an F value of .413 and was not significant at
α < .05 (see Table 41). The researcher failed to reject the null hypothesis that there was
no significant difference in the perceived confidence levels of the respondents by years of
teaching experience.
Table 41
Analysis of Variance: The Perceived Confidence Levels Scale by Teaching Experience
Source

SS

MS

F

5

.401

.080

.413

Within Groups

389

75.602

.194

Total

394

76.003

Between Groups

df
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The perceived confidence levels of respondents by area teachers grew up.
Respondents were asked to indicate the area they grew up using four categories;
rural-farm, rural-non-farm, suburban and urban. Respondents who indicated that they
grew up in urban area were fewer than 10. Hence the researcher regrouped the four
categories into three categories; rural-farm, rural-non-farm, suburban/urban.
The composite mean scores of the perceived confidence levels of respondents was
calculated by the area teachers grew up. Participants who grew up in rural-farm area had
a composite mean score of 3.00 (SD = .430) while respondents who grew up in rural-nonfarm area had a composite mean score of 3.00 (SD = .429). The composite mean score of
participants who grew up in suburban/urban area was 3.12 (SD = .515) (see Table 42).
Table 42
Summary of the Perceived Confidence Levels Scale by Area Teachers Grew Up
N

M

SD

Rural-Farm

287

3.00

0.430

Rural-Non-Farm

61

3.00

0.429

Suburban/Urban

45

3.12

0.515

An ANOVA was performed on the composite mean scores of the participants by
the area they grew up to test null hypothesis that there was no significant differences in
the perceived confidence levels of the respondents by the area they grew up. The
ANOVA produced an F value of 1.572 and was not significant at α < .05 (see Table 43).
The researcher failed to reject the null hypothesis that there was no significant difference
in the perceived confidence levels of the respondents by the area teachers grew.
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Table 43
Analysis of Variance: The Perceptions Scale by Area Teachers Grew Up
Source

df

SS

MS

F

2

.610

.305

1.572

Within Groups

390

75.702

.194

Total

392

76.312

Between Groups

The perceived confidence levels of respondents by school district description.
The composite mean score of the perceived confidence levels of participants was
calculated by the school district setting. Participants who taught in a rural school districts
had a composite mean score of 3.00 (SD = .418) while respondents who taught in a
suburban school districts had a composite mean score of 3.05 (SD = .468). The composite
mean score of participants who taught in urban school districts had a composite mean
score 3.03 (SD = .593) (see Table 44).
Table 44
Summary of the Perceived Confidence Levels Scale by School District Description
N

M

SD

Rural

282

3.00

0.418

Suburban

87

3.05

0.468

Urban

25

3.03

0.593

An ANOVA was performed on the composite mean scores of the participants by
type of school district they taught at to test null hypothesis that there was no significant
differences in the perceptions of the respondents by the school district setting. The
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ANOVA produced an F value of .495 and was not significant at α < .05 (see Table 45).
The researcher failed to reject the null hypothesis that there was no significant difference
in the perceived confidence levels of the respondents by school district setting.
Table 45
Analysis of Variance: The Perceived Confidence Levels Scale by School District
Description
Source

df

SS

MS

F

2

.194

.097

.495

Within Groups

391

76.477

.196

Total

393

76.670

Between Groups

The perceived confidence levels of respondents on classroom diversity by
pre-service diversity/multicultural course(s) taken.
A total of 154 respondents had classroom diversity/multicultural education
course(s) in their college curriculum while 240 participants did not (see Table 46). The
null hypothesis was that no differences existed in the perceived confidence levels of
agricultural teachers on classroom diversity by pre-service diversity/multicultural
course(s) taken. The alternative hypothesis was that differences existed in the perceived
confidence levels of participants by pre-service diversity/multicultural course(s) taken.
The composite mean score of participants that had pre-service
diversity/multicultural course(s) as part of undergraduate/graduate curriculum was 3.07
(SD = .402) while participants that did not have pre-service diversity/multicultural
course(s) had a composite mean score of 2.98 (SD = .463) (see Table 46).
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An independent samples t-test statistical analysis procedure was used to determine
if differences existed in the perceived confidence levels on classroom diversity by preservice classroom diversity/multicultural course(s) taken. The statistical analysis results (t
= 1.919, df = 392) were not significant at α < .05 (see Table 46). The researcher failed to
reject the null hypothesis that no differences existed in the perceived confidence levels of
respondents by pre-service classroom diversity/multicultural courses(s) taken.
Table 46
Comparison of the Confidence Levels Scale by Pre-service Course(s) Taken
N

M

SD

df

t

Yes

154

3.07

.402

392

1.919

No

240

2.98

.463

The perceived confidence levels of respondents on classroom diversity by
pre-service diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.
Of the respondents, 130 teachers had classroom diversity/multicultural training(s)
during their college curriculum while 256 did not. The null hypothesis was that no
differences existed in the perceived confidence levels of agricultural teachers by preservice diversity/multicultural training(s) attended. The alternative hypothesis was
differences existed in perceived confidence levels of teachers by pre-service diversity/
multicultural training(s) (see Table 47).
Respondents who attended diversity/multicultural training(s) during their college
curriculum had a composite mean score of 3.11 (SD = .371) on perceived confidence
levels scale while participants who did not attend diversity/multicultural training(s) had a
composite mean score of 2.95 (SD = .461) (see Table 47).
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An independent t-test statistical analysis procedure was used to determine if
differences existed in the perceived confidence levels on classroom diversity by diversity/
multicultural training(s) during their college curriculum. The statistical analysis results (t
= 3.423, df = 384) were significant at α < .05 (see Table 47). The null hypothesis was
rejected and alternative hypothesis was accepted. The difference between the means of
the two groups exhibited a large effect size (Cohen 1988).
Table 47
Comparison of the Confidence Levels Scale by Pre-service Training(s) Attended
N

M

SD

df

t

Yes

130

3.11

.371

384

3.423*

No

256

2.95

.461

*

α < .05
The perceived confidence levels of respondents on classroom diversity by inservice diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.
A total of 147 respondents had classroom diversity/multicultural education

trainings as part of professional development while 243 did not (see Table 48). The null
hypothesis was that no differences existed in the perceived confidence levels of
agricultural teachers on classroom diversity by in-service diversity/multicultural
training(s) attended. The alternative hypothesis was that differences existed in the
perceived confidence levels on classroom diversity between participants who had
training(s) and who did not (see Table 48).
Participants that had in-service diversity and multicultural training(s) had a
composite mean score of 3.11 (SD = .410) while respondents who did not have in-service
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diversity and multicultural trainings(s) had a composite mean score of 2.96 (SD = .454)
(see Table 48).
An independent t-test statistical analysis procedure was used to determine if
differences existed in the perceived confidence levels of respondents on classroom
diversity by in-service diversity/multicultural education training(s) attended by the
participants. The statistical analysis results (t = .3.141, df = 388) were significant at α <
.05 (see Table 48). The null hypothesis was rejected and alternative hypothesis that
significant differences existed in the confidence levels of teachers by in-service diversity/
multicultural training(s) attended was accepted. The difference between the means of the
two groups exhibited a medium effect size (Cohen 1988).
Table 48
Comparison of the Confidence Levels Scale by In-service Training(s) Attended
N

M

SD

df

t

Yes

147

3.11

.410

388

3.141*

No

243

2.96

.454

*

α < .05

Null Hypothesis Three
No differences exist in the needs of agricultural teachers on classroom diversity
and inclusion in the presence of state, gender, age, level of education, teaching
experience, and area teachers grew up, school setting, pre-service diversity/multicultural
training(s) attended, or in-service diversity/multicultural training(s) attended. The
hypothesis was tested using independent samples t-tests and analysis of variance
(ANOVA), where applicable.
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The perceived needs of respondents by gender.
Of the respondents, 230 were male and 162 were female (see Table 49). The null
hypothesis was that no differences existed in the perceived needs of agricultural teachers
on classroom diversity by gender. The alternative hypothesis was differences existed in
the perceived needs of male and female participants.
Male participants had a composite mean score of 2.74 (SD = .466) on the
perceived needs scale while female participants had a composite mean score of 2.74 (SD
= .493) (see Table 49).
An independent t-test statistical analysis procedure was used to determine if
differences existed in the perceived needs on classroom diversity by gender of
participants. The statistical analysis results (t = -1.099, df = 390) were not significant at α
< .05 (see Table 49). The researcher failed to reject the null hypothesis that no differences
existed in the perceived needs of agricultural teachers on classroom diversity by gender.
Table 49
Comparison of the Perceived Needs Scale by Gender
N

M

SD

df

t

Male

230

2.74

.466

390

-1.099

Female

162

2.74

.493

The perceived needs of respondents by age.
The composite mean scores of the perceived needs were calculated by the age
group categories of the respondents. Participants below the age of 26 years had a
composite mean score of 2.88 (SD = .471) while respondents in the age group of 26 - 35
years had a composite mean score of 2.75 (SD = .481). Participants in the age group of
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36 - 45 years had mean composite score of 2.68 (SD = .500) while participants in the age
group of 46 - 55 years had a mean of 2.75 (SD = .469). The composite mean score of
participants aged 56 years and above was 2.72 (SD = .430) (see Table 50).
Table 50
Summary of the Perceived Needs Scale by Age
N

M

SD

Below 26 years

31

2.88

0.471

26 - 35 years

131

2.75

0.481

36 - 45 years

69

2.68

0.500

46 - 55 years

113

2.75

0.469

56 years and above

47

2.72

0.430

A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed on the composite mean
scores of the different age group categories to test null hypothesis that there was no
significant difference in the perceived needs of the respondents by age. The ANOVA
produced an F value of .953 and was not significant at α < .05(see Table 51). The
researcher failed to reject the null hypothesis that there was no significant difference in
the perceived needs of the respondents by age.
Table 51
Analysis of Variance: The Perceived Needs Scale by Age
Source

SS

MS

F

4

.857

.214

.953

Within Groups

386

86.753

.225

Total

390

87.609

Between Groups

df
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The perceived needs of respondents by level of education.
Respondents were asked to indicate the highest degree earned using five
categories; high school diploma/GED, associate degree, bachelors, masters and doctorate.
Respondents with high school diploma, associate degree and doctoral degree were fewer
than 10. Hence the researcher regrouped the five categories into two categories;
respondents with bachelors and below (high school diploma/GED, associate degree and
bachelors) and respondents with masters and above (masters and doctorate).
A total of 155 respondents indicated that they had a high school diploma (GED),
associate degree or a bachelor’s degree while 235 participants either had a master’s
degree or a doctorate (see Table 52). The null hypothesis was that no differences existed
in the perceived needs of agricultural teachers on classroom diversity by level of
education. The alternative hypothesis was that differences existed in the perceived needs
of participants by level of education.
The composite mean score of participants that had a bachelor’s degree or below
was 2.78 (SD = .462) while participants that had a master’s degree or above had a
composite mean score of 2.71 (SD = .486) (see Table 52).
An independent samples t-test statistical analysis procedure was used to determine
if differences existed in the perceived needs on classroom diversity by level of education.
The statistical analysis results (t = 1.309, df = 388) were not significant at α < .05 (see
Table 52). The researcher failed to reject the null hypothesis that no differences existed in
the perceived needs of respondents by level of education.
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Table 52
Comparison of the Perceived Needs Scale by Level of Education
N

M

SD

df

t

Bachelors and below

155

2.78

.462

388

1.309

Masters and above

235

2.71

.486

The perceived needs of respondents on classroom diversity by state.
The composite mean scores of the perceived needs of participants on classroom
diversity were calculated by the state in which the respondents taught. Participants from
Kentucky had a composite mean score of 2.78 (SD = .410) while respondents from
Maryland had a composite mean score of 2.58 (SD = .406). Teachers from Ohio had
mean composite score of 2.70 (SD = .471) while participants from Pennsylvania had a
mean of 2.97 (SD = .340). The composite mean score of participants from Virginia was
2.70 (SD = .507) while participants from West Virginia had a composite mean score 2.78
(SD = .594) (see Table 53).
Table 53
Summary of the Perceived Needs Scale by State
N

M

SD

Kentucky

62

2.78

0.410

Maryland

33

2.58

0.406

Ohio

146

2.70

0.471

Pennsylvania

38

2.97

0.340

Virginia

64

2.70

0.507

West Virginia

50

2.78

0.594
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A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed to test the composite
mean scores of the participants by state to test null hypothesis that there was no
significant difference in the perceived needs of the respondents by state. The ANOVA
produced an F value of .013 and was significant at α < .05 (see Table 54). Therefore the
null hypothesis that there was no significant difference in the perceived needs of the
respondents by age was rejected and the alternative hypothesis was accepted. The
difference between the composite mean scores exhibited a small effect (Cohen, 1988). A
Tukey’s post hoc analysis found a significant difference between the composite mean
scores of participants who taught in Maryland and Pennsylvania and between teachers
from Ohio and Pennsylvania. The composite mean score of perceived needs of
participants from Maryland and Ohio was less than the composite mean scores of
teachers who taught in Pennsylvania.
Table 54
Analysis of Variance: The Perceived Needs Scale by State
Source

df

SS

MS

F

5

3.250

.650

.013*

Within Groups

387

85.518

.221

Total

392

88.768

Between Groups

*

α < .01
The perceived needs of respondents by years of teaching experience.
The composite mean scores of the perceived needs on classroom diversity were

calculated by years of teaching experience. Participants with less than one year of
teaching experience had a composite mean score of 2.95 (SD = .547) while respondents
with 1 - 5 years of teaching experience had a composite mean score of 2.76 (SD = .442).
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Teachers with 6 - 10 years of teaching experience had mean composite score of 2.72 (SD
= .515) while participants with 11 -15 years of teaching experience had a mean of 2.72
(SD = .454). The composite mean score of participants with 16 - 20 years of teaching
experience was 2.77 (SD = .438) while participants with more than 20 years of teaching
experience had a composite mean score 2.71 (SD = .492) (see Table 55).
Table 55
Summary of the Perceived Needs Scale by Years of Teaching Experience
N

M

SD

< One year

14

2.95

0.547

1 - 5 years

85

2.76

0.442

6-10 years

73

2.72

0.515

11 - 15 years

59

2.72

0.454

16 - 20years

43

2.77

0.438

> 20 years

118

2.71

0.492

A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed on the composite mean
scores of the participants perceived needs scale by years of teaching experience to test
null hypothesis that there was no significant differences in the perceived needs of the
respondents by years of experience. The ANOVA produced an F value of .787 and was
not significant at α < .05 (see Table 56). The researcher failed to reject the null
hypothesis that there was no significant difference in the perceived needs of the
respondents on classroom diversity by years of teaching experience.
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Table 56
Analysis of Variance: The Perceived Needs Scale by Teaching Experience
Source

df

SS

MS

F

5

.895

.179

.787

Within Groups

386

87.806

.227

Total

391

88.700

Between Groups

The perceived needs of respondents by area teachers grew up.
Respondents were asked to indicate the area they grew up using four categories;
rural-farm, rural-non-farm, suburban and urban. Respondents who indicated that they
grew up in urban area were fewer than 10. Hence the researcher regrouped the four
categories into three categories; rural-farm, rural-non-farm, suburban/urban.
The composite mean scores of the perceived needs of respondents was calculated
by the area teachers grew up. Participants who grew up in rural-farm area had a
composite mean score of 2.74 (SD = .456) while respondents who grew up in rural-nonfarm area had a composite mean score of 2.86 (SD = .468). The composite mean score of
participants who grew up in suburban/urban area was 2.59 (SD = .550) (see Table 57).
Table 57
Summary of the Perceived Needs Scale by Area Teachers Grew Up
N

M

SD

Rural-Farm

286

2.74

0.456

Rural-Non-Farm

60

2.86

0.468

Suburban/Urban

44

2.59

0.550
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A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed on the composite mean
scores the perceived needs of the participants by the area they grew up to test null
hypothesis that there was no significant differences in the perceived needs of the
respondents by the area they grew up. The ANOVA produced an F value of 2.886 and
was significant at α < .05 (see Table 58). The null hypothesis was rejected and the
alternative hypothesis was accepted. The difference between the composite mean scores
exhibited a small effect (Cohen, 1988). A Tukey’s post hoc analysis indicated that
composite mean score of perceived needs of participants that grew up in suburban/urban
areas was less than the composite mean scores of teachers who grew up in rural-non-farm
areas (see Table 57).
Table 58
Analysis of Variance: The Perceived Needs Scale by Area Teachers Grew Up
Source

df

SS

MS

F

2

1.832

.916

4.155*

Within Groups

387

85.307

.220

Total

389

87.139

Between Groups

*

α < .05
The perceived needs of the respondents by school district description.
The composite mean score of the perceived needs of the respondents on

classroom diversity/multicultural education was calculated by the school district setting.
Participants who taught in a rural school districts had a composite mean score of 2.74 (SD
= .458) while respondents who taught in a suburban school districts had a composite
mean score of 2.74 (SD = .548). The composite mean score of participants who taught in
urban school districts was 2.77 (SD = .360) (see Table 59).
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Table 59
Summary of the Perceived Needs Scale by School District Description
N

M

SD

Rural

280

2.74

0.458

Suburban

87

2.74

0.548

Urban

34

2.77

0.360

A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed on the composite mean
scores of the participants by type of school district they taught at to test null hypothesis
that there was no significant differences in the perceived needs of the respondents by the
school district setting. The ANOVA produced an F value of .031 and was not significant
at α < .05 (see Table 60). The researcher failed to reject the null hypothesis that there was
no significant difference in the perceived needs of the respondents by school district
setting.
Table 60
Analysis of Variance: The Perceived Needs Scale by School District Description
Source

DF

Between Groups

SS

MS

F

.014

2

.007

.031

Within Groups

87.258

388

.225

Total

87.272

390
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The perceived needs of respondents on classroom diversity by pre-service
diversity/multicultural course(s) taken.
A total of 154 respondents had classroom diversity/multicultural education
course(s) in their college curriculum while 237 participants did not (see Table 61). The
null hypothesis was that no differences existed in the perceived needs of agricultural
teachers on classroom diversity by pre-service diversity/multicultural course(s) taken.
The alternative hypothesis was that differences existed in the perceived needs of
participants by pre-service diversity/multicultural course(s) taken.
The composite mean score of participants that had pre-service diversity/
multicultural course(s) was 2.66 (SD = .439) while participants that did not have preservice diversity/multicultural course(s) had a composite mean score of 2.79 (SD = .487)
(see Table 61).
An independent samples t-test statistical analysis procedure was used to determine
if differences existed in the perceptions on classroom diversity by pre-service classroom
diversity/multicultural course(s) taken. The statistical analysis results (t = -2.642, df =
389) were significant at α < .05 (see Table 61). The null hypothesis that no differences
existed in the perceived needs of respondents by pre-service classroom
diversity/multicultural courses(s) taken was rejected and the alternative hypothesis was
accepted. The difference between the means of the two groups exhibited a medium effect
size (Cohen 1988).
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Table 61
Comparison of the Perceived Needs Scale by Pre-service Course(s) Taken
N

M

SD

df

t

Yes

154

2.66

.439

389

-2.642*

No

237

2.79

.487

*

α < .05
The perceived needs of respondents on classroom diversity by pre-service
diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.
Of the respondents, 130 teachers had classroom diversity/multicultural training(s)

during their college curriculum while 253 did not (see Table 62). The null hypothesis was
that no differences existed in the perceived needs of agricultural teachers by pre-service
diversity/multicultural training(s) attended. The alternative hypothesis was differences
existed in the perceived needs of teachers by pre-service diversity/multicultural
training(s) (see Table 62).
Respondents who attended diversity/multicultural training(s) during their college
curriculum had a composite mean score of 2.67 (SD = .481) on the perceived needs scale
while participants who did not attend diversity/multicultural training(s) had a composite
mean score of 2.79 (SD = .463) (see Table 62).
An independent samples t-test statistical analysis procedure was used to determine
if differences existed in the perceived needs on classroom diversity/multicultural
education by diversity/multicultural training(s) during their college curriculum. The
statistical analysis results (t = -2.388, df = 381) were significant at α < .05 (see Table 62).
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The null hypothesis was rejected and alternative hypothesis was accepted. The difference
between the means of the two groups exhibited a medium effect size (Cohen 1988).
Table 62
Comparison of the Perceived Needs Scale by Pre-service Training(s) Attended
N

M

SD

df

t

Yes

130

2.67

.481

381

-2.388*

No

253

2.79

.463

*

α < .05
The perceptions of respondents on classroom diversity by in-service
diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.
A total of 147 respondents had classroom diversity/multicultural education

training(s) as part of professional development while 240 did not (see Table 63). The null
hypothesis was that no differences existed in the perceived needs of agricultural teachers
on classroom diversity by in-service diversity/multicultural training(s) attended. The
alternative hypothesis was that differences existed in the perceived needs between
participants who had in-service diversity/multicultural training(s) and those who did not.
Participants that had in-service diversity and multicultural training(s) had a
composite mean score of 2.68 (SD = .448) while respondents who did not have in-service
diversity and multicultural trainings(s) had a composite mean score of 2.78 (SD = .485)
(see Table 63).
An independent samples t-test statistical analysis procedure was used to determine
if differences existed in the perceived needs on classroom diversity by in-service
diversity/multicultural education training(s) attended by the participants. The statistical
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analysis results (t = -1.890, df = 385) were not significant at α < .05 (see Table 63). The
researcher failed to reject the null hypothesis that no significant differences existed in the
perceived needs of agricultural teachers on classroom diversity by in-service diversity/
multicultural training(s) attended.
Table 63
Comparison of the Perceived Needs Scale by In-service Training(s) Attended
N

M

SD

df

t

Yes

147

2.68

.448

385

-1.890

No

240

2.78

.485

Null Hypothesis Four
No differences exist in the willingness of agricultural teachers to participate in
college courses/professional trainings on classroom diversity and inclusion in the
presence of state, gender, age, level of education, teaching experience, area teachers grew
up, school setting, pre-service diversity/multicultural training(s) attended, or in-service
diversity/multicultural training(s) attended. The hypotheses were tested using
independent samples t-tests and analyses of variance, where applicable.
The willingness of respondents to participate in college courses/professional
trainings on classroom diversity by gender.
Of the respondents, 232 were male and 163 were female (see Table 64). The null
hypothesis was that no differences existed in the willingness of agricultural teachers to
participate in college courses/professional trainings on classroom diversity by gender.
The alternative hypothesis was differences existed on the willingness scale of male and
female participants.
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Male participants had a composite mean score of 2.60 (SD = .571) while female
participants had a composite mean score of 2.79 (SD = .616) (see Table 64).
An independent samples t-test statistical analysis procedure was used to determine
if differences existed on the willingness scale by gender of participants. The statistical
analysis results (t = -3.139, df = 390) were significant at α < .05 (see Table 64). The null
hypothesis was rejected and alternative hypothesis was accepted. The difference between
the means of male and female participants exhibited a medium effect size (Cohen 1988).
Table 64
Comparison of the Willingness Scale by Gender
N

M

SD

df

t

Male

230

2.60

.571

390

-3.139*

Female

162

2.79

.616

*

α < .05
The willingness of respondents to participate in college courses/professional
trainings on classroom diversity by age.
The composite mean scores of the willingness of respondents to participate in

college courses/professional trainings on classroom diversity were calculated by the age
group categories of the respondents. Participants below the age of 26 years had a
composite mean score of 3.07 (SD = .560) while respondents in the age group of 26 - 35
years had a composite mean score of 2.72 (SD = .557). Participants in the age group of 36
- 45 years had mean composite score of 2.68 (SD = .612) while participants in the age
group of 46 - 55 years had a mean of 2.59 (SD = .564). The composite mean score of
participants aged 56 years and above was 2.48 (SD = .662) (see Table 65).
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Table 65
Summary of the Willingness Scale by Age
N

M

SD

Below 26 years

31

3.07

0.560

26 - 35 years

131

2.72

0.557

36 - 45 years

70

2.68

0.612

46 - 55 years

113

2.59

0.564

56 years and above

46

2.48

0.662

A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed on the composite mean
scores of the different age group categories to test null hypothesis that there was no
significant difference in the willingness of respondents to participate in college courses/
professional trainings on classroom diversity of the respondents by age. The ANOVA
produced an F value of 5.609 and was significant at α < .05 (see Table 66). Therefore the
null hypothesis that there was no significant difference in the perceptions of the
respondents by age was rejected and the alternative hypothesis was accepted. The
difference between the composite mean scores exhibited a small effect size (Cohen,
1988). A Tukey’s post hoc analysis found a significant difference between the composite
mean scores of participants aged below 26 years and the other four categories. The
composite mean score of Willingness scale of participants aged below 26 years (M =
3.07) was more than the composite mean scores of teachers of all other age groups.
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Table 66
Analysis of Variance: The Willingness Scale by Age
Source

df

Between Groups

SS

MS

F
5.609*

4

7.609

1.902

Within Groups

386

130.904

.339

Total

390

138.513

*

α < .05
The willingness of respondents to participate in college courses/professional
trainings on classroom diversity by level of education.
Respondents were asked to indicate the highest degree earned using five

categories; high school diploma/GED, associate degree, bachelors, masters and doctorate.
Respondents with high school diploma, associate degree and doctoral degree were fewer
than 10. Hence the researcher regrouped the five categories into two categories;
respondents with bachelors and below (high school diploma/GED, associate degree and
bachelors) and respondents with masters and above (masters and doctorate).
A total of 155 respondents indicated that they had a high school diploma/GED,
associate degree or a bachelor’s degree while 235 participants either had a master’s
degree or a doctorate (see Table 67). The null hypothesis was that no differences existed
in the willingness of respondents to participate in college courses/professional trainings
on classroom diversity by level of education. The alternative hypothesis was that
differences existed in the willingness of respondents to participate in college
courses/professional trainings on classroom diversity by level of education.
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The composite mean score of participants that had a bachelor’s degree or below
was 2.75 (SD = .572) while participants that had a master’s degree or above had a
composite mean score of 2.63 (SD = .611) (see Table 67).
An independent samples t-test statistical analysis procedure was used to determine
if differences existed in the willingness of respondents to participate in college
courses/professional trainings on classroom diversity by level of education. The statistical
analysis results (t = 1.954, df = 388) were not significant at α < .05 (see Table 67). The
researcher failed to reject the null hypothesis that no differences existed in the
willingness of respondents to participate in college courses/professional trainings on
classroom diversity by level of education.
Table 67
Comparison of the Willingness Scale by Level of Education
N

M

SD

df

t

Bachelors and below

155

2.75

.572

388

1.954

Masters and above

235

2.63

.611

The willingness of respondents to participate in college courses/professional
trainings on classroom diversity by state.
The composite mean scores of the willingness or respondents to participate in
college courses/professional trainings on classroom diversity were calculated by the state.
Participants from Kentucky had a composite mean score of 2.85 (SD = .656) while
respondents from Maryland had a composite mean score of 2.66 (SD = .536). Teachers
from Ohio had mean composite score of 2.59 (SD = .596) while participants from
Pennsylvania had a mean of 2.80 (SD = .468). The composite mean score of participants
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from Virginia was 2.61 (SD = .549) while participants from West Virginia had a
composite mean score 2.66 (SD = .703) (see Table 68).
Table 68
Summary of the Willingness Scale by State
N

M

SD

Kentucky

62

2.85

0.656

Maryland

33

2.66

0.536

Ohio

146

2.59

0.596

Pennsylvania

38

2.80

0.468

Virginia

64

2.61

0.549

West Virginia

50

2.66

0.703

A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed on the composite mean
scores of the participants by state to test null hypothesis that there was no significant
difference in the willingness or respondents to participate in college courses/professional
trainings on classroom diversity by state. The ANOVA produced an F value of 2.173 and
was not significant at α < .05 (see Table 69). The researcher failed to reject the null
hypothesis that there was no significant difference in the perceptions of the respondents
by age.
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Table 69
Analysis of Variance: The Willingness Scale by State
Source

df

SS

MS

F

5

3.882

.776

2.173

Within Groups

387

138.231

Total

392

142.113

Between Groups

The willingness of respondents to participate in college courses/professional
trainings on classroom diversity by years of teaching experience.
The composite mean scores of the willingness of respondents to participate in
college courses/professional trainings on classroom diversity were calculated by years of
teaching experience. Participants with less than one year of teaching experience had a
composite mean score of 2.93 (SD = .593) while respondents with 1 - 5 years of teaching
experience had a composite mean score of 2.95 (SD = .606). Teachers with 6 - 10 years
of teaching experience had mean composite score of 2.74 (SD = .514) while participants
with 11 -15 years of teaching experience had a mean of 2.57 (SD = .612). The composite
mean score of participants with 16 - 20 years of teaching experience was 2.68 (SD =
.444) while participants with more than 20 years of teaching experience had a composite
mean score 2.46 (SD = .624) (see Table 70).
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Table 70
Summary of the Willingness Scale by Years of Teaching Experience
N

M

SD

< One year

15

2.93

0.593

1 - 5 years

85

2.91

0.606

6-10 years

73

2.74

0.514

11 - 15 years

59

2.57

0.612

16 - 20years

43

2.68

0.444

> 20 years

117

2.46

0.624

An ANOVA was performed on the composite mean scores of the willingness
scale by years of teaching experience to test null hypothesis that there was no significant
differences in the willingness of respondents to participate in college courses/professional
trainings on classroom diversity by years of experience. The ANOVA produced an F
value of 7.097 and was significant at α < .05 (see Table 71). Therefore the null hypothesis
that there was no significant difference in the willingness of respondents to participate in
college courses/professional trainings on classroom diversity by years of teaching
experience was rejected and alternative hypothesis was accepted. The difference between
the composite mean scores exhibited a medium effect size (Cohen, 1988). A Tukey’s post
hoc analysis found a significant difference between the composite mean scores of
participants who had more than 20 years of teaching experience and participants with less
than one year of teaching experience, 1 - 5 years teaching experience, and 6 - 10 years of
teaching experience. The composite mean score of Willingness scale of participants with
more than 20 years of teaching experience is lesser than the composite mean scores of
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participants with less than one year experience, 1- 5 years, and 6 -10 years of teaching
experience. Further the composite mean score of participants with 1 - 5 years of teaching
experience is greater than the composite mean score of participants that had 11 - 15 years
of teaching experience.
Table 71
Analysis of Variance: The Willingness Scale by Teaching Experience
Source

df

SS

MS

F

5

11.956

2.391

7.097*

Within Groups

386

130.047

.337

Total

391

142.003

Between Groups

*

α < .05
The willingness of respondents to participate in college courses/professional
trainings on classroom diversity by area teachers grew up.
Respondents were asked to indicate the area they grew up using four categories;

rural-non-farm, rural-farm, suburban and urban. Respondents who indicated that they
grew up in urban area were fewer than 10. Hence the researcher regrouped the four
categories into three categories; rural-farm, rural-non-farm, suburban/urban.
The composite mean score of the willingness of respondents to participate in
college courses/professional trainings on classroom diversity was calculated by the area
teachers grew up. Participants who grew up in rural-farm area (n = 286) had a composite
mean score of 2.64 (SD = .597) while respondents who grew up in rural-non-farm area (n
= 60) had a composite mean score of 2.73 (SD = .597). The composite mean score of
participants who grew up in suburban/urban area (n = 44) was 2.77 (SD = .643) (see
Table 72).
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Table 72
Summary of the Willingness Scale by Area Teachers Grew Up
N

M

SD

Rural-Farm

286

2.64

0.597

Rural-Non-Farm

60

2.73

0.597

Suburban/Urban

44

2.77

0.643

A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed on the composite mean
scores of the willingness scale by the area teachers grew up to test null hypothesis that
there was no significant differences in the willingness of respondents to participate in
college courses/professional trainings on classroom diversity by the area they grew up.
The ANOVA produced an F value of 1.174 and was not significant at α < .05 (see Table
73). The researcher failed to reject the null hypothesis that there was that no significant
difference in the willingness of respondents to participate in college courses/professional
trainings on classroom diversity by the area they grew.
Table 73
Analysis of Variance: The Willingness Scale by Area Teachers Grew Up
Source

SS

MS

F

2

.851

.426

1.174

Within Groups

387

140.314

.363

Total

389

141.165

Between Groups

df

148

The willingness of respondents to participate in college courses/professional
trainings on classroom diversity by school district description.
The composite mean score of the willingness of respondents to participate in
college courses/professional trainings on classroom diversity was calculated by the
school district setting. Participants who taught in a rural school districts had a composite
mean score of 2.63 (SD = .625) while respondents who taught in a suburban school
districts had a composite mean score of 2.70 (SD = .538). The composite mean score of
participants who taught in urban school districts had a composite mean score 2.98 (SD =
.442) (see Table 74).
Table 74
Summary of the Willingness Scale by School District Description
N

M

SD

Rural

280

2.63

0.625

Suburban

87

2.70

0.538

Urban

24

2.98

0.442

A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed on the composite mean
scores of the willingness scale by type of school district they taught at to test null
hypothesis that there was no significant differences in the willingness of respondents to
participate in college courses/professional trainings on classroom diversity by the school
district setting. The ANOVA produced an F value of 3.930 and was significant at α < .05
(see Table 75). Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected and the alternative hypothesis
was accepted. The difference between the composite mean scores exhibited a small effect
size (Cohen, 1988). A Tukey’s post hoc analysis found a significant difference between
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the composite mean score of participants that taught at rural school districts and those
who taught at urban school districts. The composite mean score of respondents that
taught at rural school districts was less than the composite mean score of teachers that
taught at urban school districts.
Table 75
Analysis of Variance: The Willingness Scale by School District Description
Source

df

Between Groups

SS

MS

F
3.930*

2

2.807

1.403

Within Groups

388

138.565

.357

Total

390

141.372

*

α < .05
The willingness of respondents to participate in college courses/professional
trainings on classroom diversity by pre-service diversity/multicultural
course(s) taken.
A total of 153 respondents had classroom diversity/multicultural education

courses in their college curriculum while 238 participants did not (see Table 76). The null
hypothesis was that no differences existed in the willingness of respondents to participate
in college courses/professional trainings on classroom diversity by pre-service
diversity/multicultural course(s) taken.
The composite mean score on willingness scale of participants that had preservice diversity/multicultural course(s) was 2.73 (SD = .583) while participants that did
not have pre-service diversity/multicultural course(s) had a composite mean score of 2.64
(SD = .613) (see Table 76).
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An independent samples t-test statistical analysis results (t = 1.432, df = 389) were
not significant at α < .05 (see Table 76). The researcher failed to reject the null
hypothesis that no differences existed in the willingness of respondents to participate in
college courses/professional trainings on classroom diversity by pre-service classroom
diversity/multicultural courses(s) taken.
Table 76
Comparison of the Willingness Scale by Pre-service Course(s) Taken
N

M

SD

df

t

Yes

153

2.73

.583

389

1.432

No

238

2.64

.613

The willingness of respondents to participate in college courses/professional
trainings on classroom diversity by pre-service diversity/multicultural
training(s) attended.
Of the respondents, 129 teachers had classroom diversity/multicultural training(s)
during their college curriculum while 254 did not (see Table 77). The null hypothesis was
that no differences existed in the willingness of respondents to participate in college
courses/professional trainings on classroom diversity by pre-service diversity/
multicultural training(s) attended. The alternative hypothesis was differences existed in
the willingness of respondents to participate in college courses/professional trainings on
classroom diversity of teachers by pre-service diversity/multicultural training(s).
Respondents who attended diversity/multicultural training(s) during their college
curriculum had a composite mean score of 2.76 (SD = .604) on the willingness scale
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while participants who did not attend diversity/multicultural training(s) had a composite
mean score of 2.63 (SD = .589) (see Table 77).
An independent samples t-test statistical analysis procedure was used to determine
if differences existed in the willingness of respondents to participate in college
courses/professional trainings on classroom diversity by diversity/ multicultural
training(s) during their college curriculum. The statistical analysis results (t = 2.054, df =
381) were significant at α < .05 (see Table 77). The null hypothesis was rejected and
alternative hypothesis was accepted. The difference between the means of the two groups
exhibited a small effect size (Cohen 1988).
Table 77
Comparison of the Willingness Scale by Pre-service Training(s) Attended
N

M

SD

df

t

Yes

129

2.76

.604

381

2.054*

No

254

2.63

.589

*

α < .05
The willingness of respondents to participate in college courses/professional
trainings on classroom diversity by in-service diversity/multicultural
training(s) attended.
A total of 146 respondents had classroom diversity/multicultural education

training(s) as part of professional development while 241 did not (see Table 78). The null
hypothesis was that no differences existed in the willingness of respondents to participate
in college courses/professional trainings on classroom diversity by in-service diversity/
multicultural training(s) attended.
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Participants that had in-service diversity and multicultural training(s) had a
composite mean score of 2.70 (SD = .572) while respondents who did not have in-service
diversity and multicultural trainings(s) had a composite mean score of 2.66 (SD = .615)
(see Table 78).
An independent t-test statistical analysis procedure was used to determine if
differences existed in the perceptions on classroom diversity by in-service diversity/
multicultural education training(s) attended by the participants. The statistical analysis
results (t = .533, df = 345) were not significant at α < .05. The researcher failed to reject
the null hypothesis.
Table 78
Comparison of the Willingness Scale by In-service Training(s) Attended
N

M

SD

df

t

Yes

146

2.70

.572

385

.533

No

241

2.66

.615
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Purpose and Objectives of the Study
The purpose of this study was to explore and analyze the perceptions of
agricultural teachers in Kentucky, Maryland, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Virginia and West
Virginia regarding classroom diversity and inclusion. The study evaluated the perceived
confidence levels and perceived needs of teachers on classroom diversity and inclusion.
This study was also designed to assess the levels of willingness of respondents to
participate in college courses/professional trainings on classroom diversity and inclusion.
A secondary purpose of the study was to explore the relationships between demographic
characteristics and the four constructs of the research. In order to address these
objectives, answers to the following research questions were sought:
1. What are the demographic characteristics of agricultural teachers?
2. What are the perceptions of agricultural teachers on classroom diversity and
inclusion?
3. What are the perceived confidence levels of agricultural teachers on teaching in a
diverse classroom?
4. What are the perceived needs of agricultural teachers on classroom diversity and
inclusion?
5. What are the levels of willingness of agricultural teachers to participate in college
courses/professional trainings on classroom diversity and inclusion?
6. Does a relationship exist between selected demographic variables and the four
constructs in the study; perceptions of agricultural teachers on classroom diversity
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and inclusion, perceived confidence levels of teaching in a diverse classroom,
perceived needs of teachers on classroom diversity and inclusion, and willingness
of the teachers to participate in college courses/professional trainings?
The following null and alternative hypotheses were developed to guide this study.
Null Hypotheses
Ho1:

No differences exist in perceptions of agricultural teachers on classroom
diversity and inclusion in the presence of state, gender, age, level of
education, teaching experience, area teachers grew up, school setting, preservice diversity/multicultural course(s)/training(s) attended, or in-service
diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.

Ho2:

No differences exist in perceived confidence levels of agricultural teachers
on teaching in a diverse classroom in the presence of state, gender, age,
level of education, teaching experience, area teachers grew up, school
setting, pre-service diversity/multicultural course(s)/training(s) attended,
or in-service diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.

Ho3:

No differences exist in the needs of agricultural teachers on classroom
diversity and inclusion in the presence of state, gender, age, level of
education, teaching experience, and area teachers grew up, school setting,
pre-service diversity/multicultural course(s)/training(s) attended, or inservice diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.

Ho4:

No differences exist in the willingness of agricultural teachers to
participate in college courses/professional trainings on classroom diversity
and inclusion in the presence of state, gender, age, level of education,
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teaching experience, area teachers grew up, school setting, pre-service
diversity/multicultural course(s)/training(s) attended, or in-service
diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.
Alternative Hypotheses
Ha1:

Differences will exist in perceptions of agricultural teachers on classroom
diversity and inclusion in the presence of state, gender, age, level of
education, teaching experience, area teachers grew up, school setting, preservice diversity/multicultural course(s)/training(s) attended, or in-service
diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.

Ha2:

Differences will exist in perceived confidence levels of agricultural
teachers on teaching in a diverse classroom in the presence of state,
gender, age, level of education, teaching experience, area teachers grew
up, school setting, pre-service diversity/multicultural course(s)/training(s)
attended, or in-service diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.

Ha3:

Differences will exist in the needs of agricultural teachers on classroom
diversity and inclusion in the presence of state, gender, age, level of
education, teaching experience, and area teachers grew up, school setting,
pre-service diversity/multicultural course(s)/training(s) attended, or inservice diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.

Ha4:

Differences will exist in the willingness of agricultural teachers to
participate in college courses/professional trainings on classroom diversity
and inclusion in the presence of state, gender, age, level of education,
teaching experience, area teachers grew up, school setting, pre-service
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diversity/multicultural course(s)/training(s) attended, or in-service
diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.
Summary
Summary of Research Design
A descriptive research design was selected to collect data from agricultural
teachers. The study was designed to analyze the perceptions agricultural teachers of West
Virginia, Kentucky, Maryland, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Virginia on classroom diversity
and inclusion. The study also evaluated the perceived confidence levels and perceived
needs of teachers on classroom diversity and inclusion. This study was also designed to
assess the levels of willingness of respondents to participate in college courses/
professional trainings on classroom diversity and inclusion.
Summary of Research Methodology
The target population (N = 1441) for this study was all in-service agricultural
teachers in the states of Kentucky, Maryland, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Virginia and West
Virginia that were employed during spring 2012.
Data were collected via surveys e-mailed to the all agricultural teachers. The
survey questionnaire was hosted on Zoomerang.com. Four hundred and thirty-three
agricultural teachers (n = 433) responded for a 30.05% response rate.
The survey consisted of three parts. Part I of the questionnaire consisted of 22
questions designed to understand the perceptions of agricultural teachers and their
perceived confidence levels of teaching in a diverse classroom. Part II contained 17
questions designed to understand the needs of agricultural teachers on
diversity/multicultural education and their willingness to participate in college
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courses/professional trainings on diversity and multicultural education. Part III consisted
of 16 items designed to collect demographic information of the agricultural teachers. The
validity of the survey was established by a panel of experts from West Virginia
University.
The data were downloaded from the host website into an Excel spreadsheet and
analyzed for this study. Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS 19.0 for
Windows) was used to analyze the data. The level of significance was set a priori at α ≤
.05 for all statistical tests. Descriptive analyses were performed on the data. Frequencies
and percentages were used to describe the data. T-tests and analyses of variance were
used to compare demographic variable (independent variables) on the four constructs of
the study (dependent variables). If ANOVA results were statistically significant, Tukey’s
post-hoc means test was used to determine which of the group means were different from
others.
Summary of Demographic Characteristics of the Agricultural teachers
The demographic characteristics of the agricultural teachers who responded to the
survey were as follows. Two hundred and thirty-one (58.6%) respondents were male
while 163 (41.4%) were female. Two hundred and forty-two (59.0%) were aged below 46
years while 161 (41.0%) were aged 46 years and above. Of the respondents 146 (37.2%)
had a bachelor’s degree, while 228 (57.9%) had a master’s degree. A total of 174 (44.1%)
participants had less than or equal to 10 years of teaching experience while 102 (25.8%)
had 11 - 20 years of teaching experience. One hundred and nineteen (30.1%) respondents
had more than 20 years of teaching experience.
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About 96% (376) participants were White or European-American while 387
(99.7%) respondents were non-Hispanic. Majority (72.9%) of the participating teachers
grew up in rural-farm area while only 5 (1.3%) of the participants grew up in urban areas.
Two hundred and eighty-one (71.50%) respondents taught in rural school setting while
87 (22.14%) taught in suburban school districts.
A total of 154 (39.2%) respondents had diversity/multicultural course(s) in
undergraduate/graduate curriculum while 130 (33.8%) had diversity/multicultural
training(s) in undergraduate/graduate curriculum. One hundred and forty-seven (37.8%)
respondents had diversity/multicultural preparation training(s) as a part of school’s inservice professional programs.
Summary of Perceptions of Teachers on Classroom Diversity
The researcher designed and presented 13 questions to understand the perceptions
on classroom diversity. The perceptions of the respondents on classroom diversity were
as follows. One hundred and thirty-three (31.2%) respondents believed that all students
belong in a regular education classroom while 293 (68.8%) did not. Three hundred and
eight (72.5%) respondents believed that students enrolled in agricultural education
programs represent the student diversity of the school-aged population. Four hundred and
nine (95.6%) respondents believed that students of all races are capable of the same
academic performance. Three hundred and ninety-eight (93.2%) participants believed
that students from other cultures are capable of the same academic performance as
students of mainstream American culture. Three hundred and fifty-eight (84.0%)
respondents believed that English as Second Language (ESL) students are equally
capable of academic achievement while 68 (16.0%) disagreed.
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Of the respondents 355 (86.0%) believed that students with disabilities are
capable of high academic performance when taught with appropriate teaching techniques
while 58 (14%) disagreed. Three hundred and ninety-two (95.4%) believed that a diverse
classroom can improve social relationships between students of all races/ethnicities.
Ninety percent (376) of participants agreed that an inclusive education can improve social
relationships between students with and without disabilities. Three hundred and forty-one
(84.7%) respondents believed that class enrollment numbers should be low in order to
teach a diverse classroom effectively. Three hundred and eighty (94.5%) respondents
believed that it was their responsibility to embrace diversity in their classroom.
Of the survey participants 128 (31.9%) believed that teaching ethnic customs and
traditions is their responsibility while 273 (68.1%) disagreed. Two hundred and eighty
(72.0%) of the participants believed that students with disabilities learn more if taught by
specially trained teachers. A total of 320 (80.0%) agreed that ESL students learn more if
taught by bilingual teachers.
Summary of Perceived Confidence Levels on Teaching in a Diverse Classroom
The researcher designed and presented nine questions to assess the perceived
confidence levels of respondents on teaching in a diverse classroom. The perceived
confidence levels of the respondents were as follows. Three hundred and ninety-eight
(93.9%) agreed that they understood the concept of classroom diversity inclusion. Three
hundred and eighty-one (92.5%) participants believed that they can effectively teach
students from all racial/ethnic groups. Three hundred and seventy (89.8%) respondents
agreed that they can effectively teach students of all cultures. Two hundred and thirtythree (57.2%) teachers believed that they are able to teach ESL students as effectively as
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native English speaking children while 175 (42.8%) disagreed. Two hundred and
seventy-five (67.7%) agreed that they were able to teach students with disabilities as
effectively as students without disabilities while 131 (32.3%) disagreed.
A total of 372 (90.7%) respondents agreed that they were able to effectively
discipline students from all racial groups. Three hundred and eleven (75.7%) participants
agreed that they understand the differences in the behavior of students due to their
cultures. Two hundred and sixty (63.9%) respondents agreed to the statement “I believe
that I am able to effectively communicate with ESL students” while 147 (36.1%)
disagreed. A total of 360 (88.0%) teachers who responded believed that they effectively
managed students with disabilities according to recommendations in their IEP.
Summary of Perceived Needs of Teachers on Classroom Diversity
The researcher designed and presented nine questions to understand the perceived
needs of the agricultural teachers on classroom diversity. The perceived needs of the
respondents on classroom diversity were as follows. Two hundred and ninety (73.0%)
agreed that they needed more information on customs and traditions of students from
different racial/ethnic backgrounds while 107 (27.0%) disagreed. Three hundred and two
(76.3%) participants agreed that they needed more information on the customs and
traditions of students from different cultural backgrounds. Three hundred and sixteen
(79.6%) of the responding teachers agreed that they needed more information on teaching
techniques to use with ESL students. Two hundred and eighty-three (72.0%) respondents
indicated that they needed more information on teaching techniques to use with students
with disabilities.
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A total of 285 (72.5%) participants indicated that they needed more information
on different types of student disabilities while 108 (27.5%) disagreed. Two hundred and
fifty-nine (65.8%) respondents needed more information on special education laws while
237 (60.6%) teachers needed more information on how to create a “least restrictive
environment” in their classroom. One hundred and sixty-four (41.5%) respondents
needed more information on understanding student Individual Educational Plans (IEP)
while 274 (69.9%) participants agreed that they needed more information on culturally
responsive pedagogy.
Summary of Willingness of Teachers to Participate in College Courses/Professional
Trainings on Classroom Diversity
The researcher designed and presented eight questions to assess the willingness of
the teachers to participate in college courses/professional trainings on classroom
diversity. The willingness of the respondents to participate in college courses/
professional trainings on classroom diversity was as follows. One hundred and seventyfour (44.1%) indicated that they would participate in a college course on racial/ethnic
diversity in the classrooms while 182 (46.9%) preferred to participate in a college course
on cultural diversity in the classrooms. One hundred and ninety-two (49.2%) participants
indicated that they would participate in a college course on teaching techniques to use
with ESL students while 198 (50.8%) disagreed. Two hundred and forty-nine (52.6%)
respondents indicated that they would participate in a college course on special education
techniques to use with students with disabilities.
A total of 299 (87.5%) respondents indicated that they would participate in a
professional development workshop racial/ethnic diversity in the classrooms. Three
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hundred and five (79.2%) participants agreed that they would participate in a professional
development workshop on cultural diversity in the classrooms while 304 (78.1%)
indicted that they would participate in a professional development workshop on teaching
techniques to use with ESL students. Of the respondents 343 (88.2%) indicated that they
would participate in a professional development workshop on special education
techniques to use with students with disabilities.
Summary of the Differences that Existed in the Perceptions on Classroom Diversity
and Inclusion in Relation to the Demographic Characteristics
The null hypotheses stated that no differences existed in perceptions of
agricultural teachers on classroom diversity in the presence of state, gender, age, level of
education, teaching experience, area teachers grew up, school setting, pre-service
diversity course(s)/training(s) attended, or in-service diversity/multicultural training(s)
attended. The hypotheses were tested using independent samples t-tests and analyses of
variance, where applicable. The demographic characteristics were the independent
variables and the composite mean scores of participants on the perceptions scale were the
dependent variables. An alpha level of .05 was set a priori to determine statistical
significance. Statistically significant differences were found with two of the 10
independent variables tested. The findings from the statistical analysis procedures were as
follows.
An independent samples t-test analysis found that there was a statistically
significant difference in the perceptions on classroom diversity by gender of participants.
The difference between the means of male and female participants exhibited a large
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effect size (Cohen 1988). Female participants had a higher composite mean score of 3.09
when compared to male participants (M = 3.00).
An independent samples t-test statistical analysis procedure found significant
differences in the perceptions on classroom diversity by diversity/multicultural training(s)
during their college curriculum. The difference between the means of the two groups
exhibited a medium effect size (Cohen 1988). Respondents who attended diversity/
multicultural training(s) during their college curriculum had a higher composite mean
score of 3.08 (M = 3.08) on perceptions scale than participants who did not (M = 3.00).
Summary of the Differences that Existed in the Perceived Confidence Levels on
Teaching in a Diverse Classroom in Relation to the Demographic Characteristics
The null hypotheses stated that no differences existed in the perceived confidence
levels of agricultural teachers on classroom diversity in the presence of state, gender, age,
level of education, teaching experience, area teachers grew up, school setting, pre-service
diversity course(s)/training(s) attended, or in-service diversity/multicultural training(s)
attended. The hypotheses were tested using independent samples t-tests and analyses of
variance, where applicable. The demographic characteristics were the independent
variables and the composite mean scores of participants on the general perceived
confidence levels scale were the dependent variables. An alpha level of .05 was set a
priori to determine statistical significance. Statistically significant differences were found
with two of the 10 independent variables tested. The findings from the statistical analysis
procedures were as follows.
An independent samples t-test found statistically significant difference between
the perceived confidence levels scale by diversity/multicultural training(s) during their
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college curriculum. The difference between the means of the two groups exhibited a large
effect size (Cohen 1988). Participants that had pre-service diversity/multicultural
training(s) during their college curriculum had a higher composite mean score of 3.11
(SD = .371) as compared to participants who did not (M = 2.95, SD = .461).
An independent samples t-test statistical analysis procedure was used to determine
if differences existed in the perceived confidence levels of respondents on teaching in a
diverse classroom by in-service diversity/multicultural education training(s) attended by
the participants. The statistical analysis results were significant at α < .05. The difference
between the means of the two groups exhibited a medium effect size (Cohen 1988).
Participants that had in-service diversity and multicultural training(s) had a higher
composite mean score of 3.11 than the respondents who did not (M = 2.96).
Summary of the Differences that Existed in the Perceived Needs on Classroom
Diversity in Relation to the Demographic Characteristics
The null hypotheses stated that no differences existed in the perceived needs of
agricultural teachers on classroom diversity in the presence of state, gender, age, level of
education, teaching experience, area teachers grew up, school setting, pre-service
diversity course(s)/training(s) attended, or in-service diversity/multicultural training(s)
attended. The hypotheses were tested using independent samples t-tests and analyses of
variance, where applicable. The demographic characteristics were the independent
variables and the perceived needs scale was the dependent variable. An alpha level of .05
was set a priori to determine statistical significance. Statistically significant differences
were found with four of the 10 independent variables tested. The findings from the
statistical analysis procedures were as follows.
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A one-way ANOVA results found that significant differences existed in the
perceived needs of the respondents by state. The difference between the composite mean
scores exhibited a small effect (Cohen, 1988). A Tukey’s post hoc analysis found that of
composite mean scores of perceived needs of participants from Maryland (M = 2.58) and
Ohio (M = 2.70) was less than the composite mean scores of teachers who taught in
Pennsylvania (M = 2.97).
A one-way analysis of variance test found that there were significant differences
in the perceived needs of the respondents by the area they grew up. The difference
between the composite mean scores exhibited a small effect (Cohen, 1988). A Tukey’s
post hoc analysis found that the composite mean score of perceived needs of participants
that grew up in suburban/urban area (M = 2.59) was less than the composite mean scores
of teachers who grew up in rural-non-farm areas (M = 2.86).
An independent samples t-test statistical analysis procedure results found that
differences existed in the perceived needs on classroom diversity by pre-service
classroom diversity/multicultural course(s) taken. The difference between the means of
the two groups exhibited a medium effect size (Cohen 1988). The composite mean score
on perceived needs of participants that had pre-service diversity/multicultural course(s)
was lower (M = 2.66, SD = .439) than the participants that did not (M = 2.79, SD = .487).
An independent t-test result found that significant differences existed in the
perceived needs on classroom diversity by diversity/multicultural training(s) during their
college curriculum. The difference between the means of the two groups exhibited a
medium effect size (Cohen 1988). Respondents who attended diversity/multicultural
training(s) during their college curriculum had a lower composite mean score (M = 2.67,
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SD = .481) on the perceived needs scale than the participants who did not attend
diversity/multicultural training(s) (M = 2.79, SD = .463).
Summary of the Differences that Existed on the Willingness Scale in Relation to the
Demographic Characteristics
The null hypotheses stated that no differences existed in the willingness of
agricultural teachers to participate in college courses/professional trainings on classroom
diversity and inclusion in the presence of state, gender, age, level of education, teaching
experience, area teachers grew up, school setting, pre-service diversity training, or inservice diversity/multicultural training. The hypotheses were tested using independent
samples t-tests and analyses of variance, where applicable. The demographic
characteristics were the independent variables and the willingness scale was the
dependent variable. An alpha level of .05 was set a priori to determine statistical
significance. Statistically significant differences were found with five of the 10
independent variables tested. The findings from the statistical analysis procedures were as
follows.
An independent t-test found that differences existed on the willingness scale by
gender of participants. The difference between the means of male and female participants
exhibited a medium effect size (Cohen 1988). Female participants were more willing to
participate in college courses/professional trainings on classroom diversity and inclusion
with composite mean score of 2.79 than male participants (M = 2.60).
A one-way ANOVA results indicated that there were significant differences in the
willingness of respondents to participate in college courses/professional trainings on
classroom diversity by age. The difference between the composite mean scores exhibited
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a small effect size (Cohen, 1988). A Tukey’s post hoc analysis found the composite mean
score of Willingness scale of participants aged below 26 years (M = 3.07) was greater
than the composite mean scores of teachers of all other age groups.
A one-way analysis of variance found that was significant differences in the
willingness of respondents to participate in college courses/professional trainings on
classroom diversity by years of teaching experience. The difference between the
composite mean scores exhibited a medium effect size (Cohen, 1988). A Tukey’s post
hoc analysis found the composite mean score of willingness scale of participants with
more than 20 years of teaching experience (M = 2.46) was lesser than the composite
mean scores of participants with less than one year experience (M = 2.93), 1- 5 years (M
= 2.91), and 6 -10 years of teaching experience (M = 2.74). Further the composite mean
score of participants with 1 - 5 years of teaching experience (M = 2.91), is greater than
the composite mean score of participants that had 11 - 15 years of teaching experience (M
= 2.57).
A one-way analysis of variance confirmed that significant differences existed on
willingness scale by type of school district they taught at. The difference between the
composite mean scores exhibited a small effect size (Cohen, 1988). A Tukey’s post hoc
analysis found that the composite mean score of respondents that taught at rural school
districts (M = 2.63) was statistically less than the composite mean score of teachers that
taught at urban school districts (M = 2.98).
An independent t-test statistical analysis results found that significant differences
existed in the willingness of respondents to participate in college courses/professional
trainings on classroom diversity by diversity/multicultural training(s) attended during
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their college curriculum. The difference between the means of the two groups exhibited a
small effect size (Cohen 1988). Respondents who attended diversity/multicultural
training(s) during their college curriculum had a higher composite mean score of 2.76
(SD = .604) on the willingness scale than the participants who did not attend
diversity/multicultural training(s) (M = 2.63, SD = .589).
Conclusions
Based upon the findings of this study, the following conclusions were drawn.
Some conclusions were followed by findings from other research on classroom diversity,
inclusion and multicultural education.
Conclusions on Demographic Characteristics of the Agricultural teachers
1. About 41% of the responding agricultural teachers were female. The ratio of male
to female agricultural teachers is higher in this study as compared to the ratio
(2:1) reported by Kantrovich (2009).
2. The participants represented a diverse age range. However a large proportion of
the participants were under the age of 46 years (59%).
3. About 60% of the agricultural teachers had a master’s degree while around 37%
had a bachelor’s degree.
4. Fifty-five percent of the agricultural teachers had more than 10 years of teaching
experience. A large proportion of the teachers had more than 20 years of teaching
experience (30%).
5. A majority (96%) of the teachers are White or European-American and nonHispanic (99%). The racial demographics of agricultural teachers do not represent
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the general demographics of the population in the states of this study (United
States Census Bureau, 2011).
6. A majority (73%) of agricultural teachers grew up in rural-farm area. A large
proportion (72%) of the teachers taught in rural school districts.
7. A majority (61%) of agricultural teachers did not have diversity/multicultural
course(s) in undergraduate/graduate curriculum. About 66% of teachers did not
attend diversity/multicultural training(s) in undergraduate/graduate curriculum.
Similarly, around 62 % of teachers did not have diversity/multicultural
preparation training(s) as part of school's in-service professional programs.
Conclusions on the Perceptions on Classroom Diversity
1. The agricultural teachers disagreed (M = 2.15, SD = .787) to the statement, “I
believe all students belong in regular education classroom.” This finding supports
the conclusions in other research that the perceptions of including students with
disabilities depended upon the type and level of disabilities and format of the
classroom (Dormody et al., 2006; Giffing et al., 2010).
2. The agricultural teachers believed (M = 2.87, SD = .711) that students enrolled in
agricultural education programs represent the student diversity of the school-aged
population. This finding refutes the current enrollment numbers as students of
color and disabilities are still underrepresented in agricultural education programs
(LaVergne, 2008).
3. Agricultural teachers strongly agreed (M = 3.57, SD = .639) to the statement, “I
believe that students of all races are capable of the same academic performance.”
This finding is encouraging as teachers have positive attitudes and expectation
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towards students of color. This positive attitudes and expectations influence the
quality of learning opportunities provided to the students of color (Gay, 2010).
4. Agricultural teachers agreed that students of other cultures (M = 3.46, SD = .650),
ESL students (M = 3.17, SD = .777), and students with disabilities (M = 3.12, SD
= .637) are equally capable of academic achievement as regular students.
However, the mean scores of teachers’ beliefs that ESL students and students with
disabilities are equally capable of academic achievement were lower than the
mean score of teachers’ beliefs on students of other cultures.
5. Agricultural teachers agreed that a diverse classroom can improve social
relationships between students of all races/ethnicities (M = 3.27, SD = .564) and
between students with and without disabilities (M = 3.14, SD = .606). This finding
supports the previous research that diversity inclusion could have a positive
impact on the entire school community (LaVergne, 2008).
6. Agricultural teachers agreed (M = 3.37, SD = .618) to the statement, “I believe
that it is my responsibility to embrace diversity in my classroom.” However,
teachers disagreed (M = 2.21, SD = .774) to the statement, “I believe that teaching
ethnic customs and traditions is my responsibility.”
7. Agricultural education agreed that students with disabilities learn more if taught
by specially trained teachers (M = 2.90, SD = .709) and ESL students learn more
if taught by bilingual teachers (M = 2.98, SD = .656).
Conclusions on the Perceived Confidence Levels of Teachers
1. Agricultural teachers agreed (M = 3.20, SD = .590) to the statement, “I understand
the concept of classroom diversity inclusion.” This finding supports previous
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studies that majority of the agricultural teachers understood the concept of
inclusion (Giffing et al., 2010; Killingsworth, 2011).
2. Agricultural teachers believed that they can effectively teach students from all
racial/ethnic groups (M = 3.36, SD = .641), students of all cultures (M = 3.26, SD
= .661), ESL students (M = 2.62, SD = .722), and students with disabilities (M =
2.80, SD = .700). However, their perceived confidence levels of teaching racial
and culturally diverse students were higher than their confidence levels on
teaching ESL students and students with disabilities. This finding supports the
conclusions drawn from previous studies that agricultural teachers had the will to
include the majority of students with specific disabilities but lacked the skills to
do so (Giffing et al., 2010; Kea et al., 2002).
3. Agricultural teachers agreed to the statement, “I believe that I am able to
effectively communicate with ESL students.”
4. Agricultural teachers agreed (M = 3.10, SD = .593) to the statement, “I believe
that I am able to effectively manage students with disabilities according to
recommendations in their IEPs.” Teachers scored better on this statement when
compared to their perceived confidence levels on effectively teaching students
with disabilities.
Conclusions on the Perceived Needs of Agricultural teachers
1. Agricultural teachers agreed that they needed additional information on customs
and traditions of students from different racial/ethnic backgrounds (M = 2.79, SD
= .628) and cultural backgrounds (M = 2.84, SD = .618).
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2. Agricultural teachers agreed that they needed additional information on teaching
techniques to use with ESL students (M = 2.91, SD = .630) and students with
disabilities (M = 2.82, SD = .630). They agreed more on the needs scale for
teaching techniques to use with ESL students when compared to their needs on
teaching techniques for student with disabilities. However, they disagreed to the
statement, “I need more information on understanding student’s IEP”. This
finding concludes that the agricultural teachers were able to understand the
provisions made for the students in their IEPs but needed additional information
on teaching techniques to use with students with IEPs. However, earlier research
findings concluded that agricultural teachers agreed that they needed more
information on reading and understanding IEPs (Andreasen et al., 2007; Wood,
2007).
3. Agricultural teachers agreed that they needed more information on different types
of student disabilities (M = 2.80, SD = .614) and special education laws (M =
2.72, SD = .723). This finding supports the conclusions made by Kessell et al.
(2009).
4. Agricultural teachers agreed that they needed additional information on how to
create a “least restrictive environment” in their classroom (M = 2.62, SD = .675)
and culturally responsive pedagogy (M = 2.73, SD = .650). This finding is in
concurrence with the conclusions drawn in previous research that teachers needed
better insight and attitudes towards students of diverse population in addition to
teaching skills to achieve equitable education (Hoerst & Whittington, 2009;
Rothenberg et al., 1997; Wood, 2007; Villegas & Lucas, 2002).
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Conclusions on the Willingness Scale of Agricultural teachers
1. Overall, agricultural teachers disagreed (Composite Mean Score = 2.45) on
willingness scale to participate in college courses and agreed to participate in
professional development workshops (Composite Mean Score = 2.90) on
classroom diversity.
2. Although the composite mean score (M = 2.45) suggests that the teachers
disagreed on the willingness scale to participate in college courses, they agreed
that they would participate in a college course on special education techniques to
use with students with disabilities (M = 2.64, SD = .781).
3. Agricultural teachers agreed more that they would participate in a professional
development workshop on education techniques to use with students with
disabilities (M = 3.02, SD = .644) when compared to their willingness to
participate in a workshop on racial/ethnic diversity (M = 2.83, SD = .732), cultural
diversity (M = 2.87, SD = .711), and teaching techniques to use with ESL students
(M = 2.86, SD = .700).
Conclusions on the Relationships between the Constructs in the Study and the
Demographic Characteristics of the Agricultural Teachers
Based on the results of the statistical analysis of the data collected, the following
conclusions were made on the relationships between the four constructs in the study and
the demographic characteristics of the agricultural teachers.
Null Hypothesis One
1. Gender was found to show a statistically significant difference in composite mean
scores on the perceptions of teachers on classroom diversity. This finding
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indicates that females tended to agree more with the statements on the perceptions
on classroom diversity than their male counterparts.
2. The age of the participants had no overall statistically significant on the
perceptions scale. However, teachers aged below 26 years agreed more when
compared to rest of the agricultural teachers.
3. The area teachers grew up had no statistically significant difference on the
perceptions of the agricultural teachers. However, teachers that grew up in urban
areas scored less on the general perception scale as compared to teachers that
grew up in rural-farm, rural-non-farm, and suburban areas.
4. A statistically significant difference did not exist in the composite mean scores of
perceptions of teachers by the state in which they taught, the years of teaching
experience, and school district setting.
5. A statistically significant difference exists in the perceptions of the teachers by
pre-service diversity/multicultural training(s) attended. Teachers that had
diversity/multicultural training(s) agreed more on the perceptions scale than those
who did not. However, no such differences were found in the perceptions of
teachers by pre-service diversity/multicultural course(s) taken or by in-service
diversity/multicultural training(s) attended.
Null Hypothesis Two
1. Perceived confidence levels of teaching a diversity classroom had no statically
significant relationship with the gender of the teachers. However, female
agricultural teachers scored better on the perceived confidence levels scale than
their male counterparts. This finding supports the conclusions of Elbert and

175

Baggett (2003) that female agricultural teachers reported a better perceived
competence levels towards inclusion than their male counterparts.
2. A statistically significant difference did not exist between the perceived
confidence levels scale and age of the participants. However, teachers aged 36
years and above agree more to the statements on perceived confidence levels as
compared to teachers aged less than 36 years.
3. Statistically significant differences did not exist between the perceived confidence
levels scale of agricultural teachers by highest degree earned, state in which they
taught, and years of teaching experience.
4. A statistically significant difference did not exist between composite mean score
of the perceived confidence levels of teachers and school district setting.
5. Statistically significant differences were found in the perceived confidence levels
of agricultural teachers by pre-service and in-service trainings attended. Teachers
that had pre-service and in-service diversity trainings agreed more on the
perceived confidence levels scale.
Null Hypothesis Three
1. Statistically significant differences were not found on the perceived needs scale
by gender, age, and highest degree earned by the agricultural teachers.
2. A statistically significant difference exist between the perceived needs scale and
the state in which the teachers taught. Teachers that taught in the state of
Pennsylvania agreed more to the perceived needs scale as compared to teacher
that taught in Maryland and Ohio.
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3. No statistically significant difference were found on the perceived needs scale by
years of teaching experience or by school district setting of agricultural teachers.
4. The composite mean scores on perceived needs scale of the agricultural teachers
were statistically different by the area teachers grew up. Teachers that grew up in
rural-non-farm areas agreed more perceived needs scale as compared to teachers
that grew up in suburban/urban areas.
5. Statistically significant differences were found in the perceived needs scale of
agricultural teachers by pre-service diversity course(s) and training(s) attended.
Teachers that had pre-service diversity course(s) and training(s) agreed more on
the perceived confidence levels scale when compared to teachers that did not.
6. A statistically significant difference did not exist between the perceived needs
scale and in-service diversity/multicultural education training(s) attended by the
teachers. However, teachers that did not attend in-service trainings agreed more
on the perceived needs scale than teacher that attended in services training(s).
Null Hypothesis Four
1. Gender was found to show a statistically significant difference in composite mean
scores on the willingness of teachers to participate in college courses/professional
trainings on diversity/multicultural education. This finding indicates that females
agree more to the statements on the willingness scale than their male counterparts.
2. A statistically significant difference exists between the willingness scale and age
of the agricultural teachers. Teachers below the age of 26 years agreed the most to
the statements on the willingness scale. The agreement on the willingness scale
decreased as the age of the teachers increased.
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3. Statistically significant differences were not found between the willingness scale
and the highest degree earned by the teachers, state in which they taught, and the
area agricultural teachers grew up.
4. A statistically significant difference exists between the willingness scale of
teachers and years of teaching experience. Teachers that had less than one year
experience agreed more on the willingness scale as compared to teachers that had
more years of teaching experience.
5. A statistically significant difference exists on the willingness scale by pre-service
diversity/multicultural training(s) attended. Teachers that had diversity training(s)
in their college curriculum agreed more on the willingness scale than teachers that
did not.
6. Statistically significant differences did not exist between the willingness scale and
pre-service diversity course(s) taken or by the in-service training(s) attended by
the agricultural teachers. However, teachers that had pre-service diversity
course(s) and in-service training(s) agreed more on the willingness scale than
those who did not.
Recommendations
The recommendations made based on the finding of this research and literature
review are as follows.
Recommendations for Practice
1. The findings of this study should be appropriately communicated to individuals
and groups such as agricultural teachers, school administrators, agricultural
program designers, and universities that have agricultural education programs.
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2. The findings in this study reveal that more than 60% of the agricultural teachers
did not have diversity/multicultural education course(s)/training(s) during their
college curriculum. This finding supports the fact that diversity courses were not
offered at all institutions across the United States, and in the institutions that
offered classroom diversity courses, they were not required for the degree
program (Talbert & Edwin, 2008). Considering the demographic shifts in the
United States, the agricultural teachers should be prepared to face a diverse
classroom population. Pre-service agricultural teachers should be prepared
adequately by adopting different methodologies: early field-based experiences
and/or student teaching; by utilizing resource people in required pre-service
teacher education courses; by allowing students to attend targeted agricultural
education teacher in-service programs; and through independent studies.
(Andreasen et al., 2007). Hence, diversity and multicultural course(s)/training(s)
should be made an integral part of degree program to better prepare the students.
3. Pre-service and in-service training(s) should emphasize on teaching techniques to
use with ESL students and students with disabilities.
4. The findings in this study reveal that agricultural teachers needed additional
information on elements classroom diversity and inclusion. More than 60% of
teachers did not have diversity/multicultural preparation training(s) as part of the
school’s in-service professional development programs. Further, agricultural
teachers were willing to participate in in-service professional trainings. Earlier
research concluded that agricultural teachers stressed the need for in-service
training for instructing the special needs students (Sorenson et al., 2010).
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Therefore, well-structured in-service training programs that meet the needs of the
agricultural teachers should be organized on a regular and continuous manner to
update them on the latest research findings and to impart the necessary skills.
5. The findings in this study reveal that the perceived confidence levels of
agricultural teachers on teaching racially, ethnically, and culturally diverse
students are higher than their confidence levels on teaching ESL students and
students with disabilities. Special emphasis should be laid on teaching techniques
to use with ESL students and students with disabilities in college courses, preservice and in-service trainings to develop necessary skills and build confidence
of agricultural teachers.
6. The findings in this study reveal that the racially and ethnically diverse teachers
are underrepresented. This finding supports the previous research that concluded
that minorities are underrepresented in agricultural education (Bowen, 1993;
Kantrovich, 2010). Further, research revealed that lack of role models hindered
the participation of students of color and students with disabilities in agricultural
education (LaVergne, 2008). Conscious efforts should be made to include
racially/ethnically diverse students in agricultural education programs and
encourage them to take up the profession.
Recommendations for Additional Research
The findings of this study have implications that may prove interesting for future
research. The suggestions for further research include:
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1. It should be determined if the perceived needs of all agricultural teachers in the
nation match the needs of the accessible population in this study. Hence, it is
recommended to replicate the study outside the geographic scope of this research.
2. The scope of this study did not allow the researcher to find out the specific needs
of the agricultural teachers. Further quantitative and qualitative research can be
targeted to identify the specific educational needs on classroom diversity,
inclusion and multicultural education in detail.
3. Agricultural teachers preferred to attend in-service professional trainings over
college courses. Further research can be can directed to know the best time to
hold the workshops, length of the workshops and priority list of topics for the
workshops.
4. The scope of this study did not allow the researcher to look into the diversity
inclusion and culturally responsible teaching practices adopted by the agricultural
teachers. Future research can be done on the practices adopted and deficiencies
perceived by the teachers in adoption of those practices.
5. Further research can be conducted to know what courses and type of trainings
need to be incorporated in the college curriculum to better prepare the students to
teach in a diverse classroom.
6. Further research should be conducted to evaluate the current in-service
professional trainings programs to find out whether they are meeting the needs of
the agricultural teachers.
7. A majority (more than 96%) of agricultural teachers in the geographical scope of
this study were White or European-American and non-Hispanic. Further research
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on similar lines with teachers who belong to racial/ethnic minorities will reveal
any similarities and differences.
8. Successful inclusive programs across the nation should be studied and college
courses and training modules should be developed to emulate them.
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Davis College of Agriculture, Natural Resources, and Design
March 21, 2012
Dear Agricultural Teacher,
The demographic mix of students in public schools of the United States is rapidly
changing. Students of color have substantially increased in numbers and increasing
classification of students with disabilities has made the classroom more diverse than ever
before. Federal and State laws mandate accommodation all students in the same
classroom. Teachers today have the onus to effectively educate all students, regardless of
color, race/ethnicity, nationality, or disability, in the same classroom.
I am Hari Vommi, a graduate student in Agricultural and Extension Education at
West Virginia University and conducting a research under the guidance of my advisor,
Dr. Douglas LaVergne. We need your help! We seek your cooperation in a research
study designed to understand the perceptions and training needs of agricultural teachers
on classroom diversity and inclusion. The results of the study will be used to prepare a
dissertation to partially fulfill the requirements for a Doctorate of Philosophy in
Agricultural and Extension Education.
You have been selected to participate in this study. In about one week, you will
receive an e-mail containing a link that will direct you to a web-based questionnaire. The
questionnaire will take less than 10 minutes for you to complete. Your participation is
completely voluntary and all the information you provide will be kept as confidential as
possible. Please feel free to stop answering the questionnaire at any point of time or to
skip any question you do not feel comfortable answering. West Virginia University’s
Institutional Review Board (IRB) has acknowledgment of this study on file. However,
your participation in the survey is crucial to the success of this study.
Thank you in advance for your time and consideration. It’s only with the
generous assistance of people like you that this study will be a success. If you have
any questions or would like a paper copy of the questionnaire, please contact either of us
at the information below.
Sincerely,
Hari K. Vommi, Ph.D. Candidate
Douglas D. LaVergne, Assistant Professor
West Virginia University
West Virginia University
2056 Agricultural Sciences Bldg.
2050 Agricultural Sciences Bldg.
Morgantown, WV 26506-6018
Morgantown, WV 26506-6018
Ph: (304)293-5629
Ph: (304) 293- 5536
Email: hari.vommi@mail.wvu.edu
Email: doug.lavergne@mail.wvu.edu
Agricultural and Extension Education
Phone: 304-293-5536
Fax: 304-293-3752
www.caf.wvu.edu

2044 Agricultural Sciences Bldg.
P.O. Box 6108
Morgantown, WV 26506
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Davis College of Agriculture, Natural Resources, and Design

March 28, 2012
Dear Agricultural Teacher,
About a week ago, we mailed you a letter indicating that you had been selected to
participate in a research study being conducted by West Virginia University regarding
perceptions and needs of agricultural teachers on classroom diversity and inclusion.
I am Hari Vommi, a graduate student in Agricultural and Extension Education at
West Virginia University and conducting a research under the guidance of my advisor,
Dr. Douglas LaVergne. We need your help! We seek your cooperation in a research
study designed to understand the perceptions and training needs of agricultural teachers
on classroom diversity and inclusion.
The link below will direct you to the questionnaire of the study. It will
approximately take 10 minutes to complete the questionnaire. Your participation is
completely voluntary and all the information you provide will be kept as confidential as
possible. Please feel free to stop answering the questionnaire at any point of time or to
skip any question you do not feel comfortable answering. West Virginia University’s
Institutional Review Board (IRB) has acknowledgment of this study on file. I request you
to kindly take out some time off of your busy schedule and complete the questionnaire.
Thank you for your time and consideration. Help from generous people like you
will make this study a success. If you have any questions or would like a paper copy of
the questionnaire, please contact either of us at the information below.
To access the questionnaire:
http://www.zoomerang.com/Survey/WEB22ETWHUZBWS
Sincerely,
Hari K. Vommi, Ph.D. Candidate
West Virginia University
2056 Agricultural Sciences Bldg.
Morgantown, WV 26506-6018
Ph: (304) 293- 5629
Email: hari.vommi@mail.wvu.edu
Agricultural and Extension Education
Phone: 304-293-5536
Fax: 304-293-3752
www.caf.wvu.edu

Douglas D. LaVergne, Assistant Professor
West Virginia University
2050 Agricultural Sciences Bldg.
Morgantown, WV 26506-6018
Ph: (304) 293- 5536
Email: doug.lavergne@mail.wvu.edu

2044 Agricultural Sciences Bldg.
P.O. Box 6108
Morgantown, WV 26506
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Davis College of Agriculture, Natural Resources, and Design
April 5, 2012
Dear Agricultural Teacher,
One week ago, you were sent an e-mail requesting your participation in a study
being conducted regarding agricultural teachers’ perceptions and training needs on
classroom diversity and inclusion. If you have completed this questionnaire, thank
you very much for your time and participation, and please disregard this notice. If
you have not completed the questionnaire, please click on the link below or cut and paste
it into your web browser address bar to access the questionnaire.
http://www.zoomerang.com/Survey/WEB22ETWHUZBWS
As mentioned in earlier correspondence, your participation most valued.
Many of individuals selected for this study have responded and we did not want to miss
out on your opinions. The questionnaire will take less than 10 minutes for you to
complete. Your participation is completely voluntary and all the information you provide
will be kept as confidential as possible. Please feel free to stop answering the
questionnaire at any point of time or to skip any question you do not feel comfortable
answering. West Virginia University’s Institutional Review Board (IRB) has
acknowledgement of this study on file.
We realize that you are very busy and your time is extremely valuable. We
graciously ask you to spare approximately 10 minutes to complete the questionnaire. The
information needed for the study can be only obtained from people like you. If you
have any questions or would like a paper copy of the questionnaire, please contact either
of us at the information below.
Wishing you a Blessed Good Friday and a Happy Easter!
Sincerely,
Hari K. Vommi, Ph.D. Candidate
West Virginia University
2056 Agricultural Sciences Bldg.
Morgantown, WV 26506-6018
Ph: (304) 293- 5629
Email: hari.vommi@mail.wvu.edu

Douglas D. LaVergne, Assistant Professor
West Virginia University
2056 Agricultural Sciences Bldg.
Morgantown, WV 26506-6018
Ph: (304) 293- 5536
Email: doug.lavergne@mail.wvu.edu

Agricultural and Extension Education
Phone: 304-293-5536
Fax: 304-293-3752
www.caf.wvu.edu

2044 Agricultural Sciences Bldg.
P.O. Box 6108
Morgantown, WV 26506
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Davis College of Agriculture, Natural Resources, and Design
April 12, 2012
Dear Agricultural Teacher,
One week ago, you were sent an e-mail requesting your participation in a study
being conducted regarding agricultural teachers’ perceptions and training needs on
classroom diversity and inclusion. If you have completed this questionnaire, thank you
very much for your time and participation, and please disregard this notice. If you have
not completed the questionnaire, please click on the link below or cut and paste it
into your web browser address bar to access the questionnaire.
http://www.zoomerang.com/Survey/WEB22ETWHUZBWS
As mentioned in earlier correspondence, your participation most valued.
Many of individuals selected for this study have responded and we did not want to miss
out on your opinions. The questionnaire will take less than 10 minutes for you to
complete. Your participation is completely voluntary and all the information you provide
will be kept as confidential as possible. Please feel free to stop answering the
questionnaire at any point of time or to skip any question you do not feel comfortable
answering. West Virginia University’s Institutional Review Board (IRB) has
acknowledgement of this study on file.
We realize that you are very busy and your time is extremely valuable. We
graciously ask you to spare approximately 10 minutes to complete the questionnaire. The
information needed for the study can be only obtained from people like you. If you
have any questions or would like a paper copy of the questionnaire, please contact either
of us at the information below.
Sincerely,
Hari K. Vommi, Ph.D. Candidate
West Virginia University
2056 Agricultural Sciences Bldg.
Morgantown, WV 26506-6018
Ph: (304) 293- 5629
Email: hari.vommi@mail.wvu.edu

Douglas D. LaVergne, Assistant Professor
West Virginia University
2056 Agricultural Sciences Bldg.
Morgantown, WV 26506-6018
Ph: (304) 293- 5536
Email: doug.lavergne@mail.wvu.edu

Agricultural and Extension Education
Phone: 304-293-5536
Fax: 304-293-3752
www.caf.wvu.edu

2044 Agricultural Sciences Bldg.
P.O. Box 6108
Morgantown, WV 26506
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Davis College of Agriculture, Natural Resources, and Design
April 19, 2012
Dear Agricultural Teacher,
Hope that your spring semester is going well! The purpose of this communication is to
encourage you to participate in a study regarding perceptions and needs of agricultural
teachers on classroom diversity and inclusion. If you have completed this
questionnaire, thank you very much for your time and participation, and please
disregard this notice. If you have not completed the questionnaire, please click on the
link below or cut and paste it into your web browser address bar to access the
questionnaire.
http://www.zoomerang.com/Survey/WEB22ETWHUZBWS
Again, your participation highly appreciated and most valued. Many of individuals
selected for this study have responded and we did not want to miss out on your opinions.
The questionnaire will take less than 10 minutes for you to complete. Your participation
is completely voluntary and all the information you provide will be kept as confidential
as possible. Please feel free to stop answering the questionnaire at any point of time or to
skip any question you do not feel comfortable answering. West Virginia University’s
Institutional Review Board (IRB) has acknowledgement of this study on file.
We realize that you are very busy and your time is extremely valuable. We graciously ask
you to spare approximately 10 minutes to complete the questionnaire. The information
needed for the study can be only obtained from agricultural teachers like you. If you
have any questions or would like a paper copy of the questionnaire, please contact either
of us at the information below.
Sincerely,
Hari K. Vommi, Ph.D. Candidate
West Virginia University
2056 Agricultural Sciences Bldg.
Morgantown, WV 26506-6018
Ph: (304) 293- 5629
Email: hari.vommi@mail.wvu.edu

Douglas D. LaVergne, Assistant Professor
West Virginia University
2056 Agricultural Sciences Bldg.
Morgantown, WV 26506-6018
Ph: (304) 293- 5536
Email: doug.lavergne@mail.wvu.edu

Agricultural and Extension Education
Phone: 304-293-5536
Fax: 304-293-3752
www.caf.wvu.edu

2044 Agricultural Sciences Bldg.
P.O. Box 6108
Morgantown, WV 26506
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Davis College of Agriculture, Natural Resources, and Design
April 26, 2012
Dear Agricultural Teacher,
Hope that this letter finds you in good spirit. The purpose of this correspondence
is to remind you to participate in a study regarding perceptions and needs of agricultural
teachers on classroom diversity and inclusion. You responses are very important for this
study. If you have completed this questionnaire, thank you very much for your time and
participation, and please disregard this notice. If you have not completed the
questionnaire, please click on the link below or cut and paste it into your web
browser address bar to access the questionnaire.
http://www.zoomerang.com/Survey/WEB22ETWHUZBWS
Again, your participation highly appreciated and most valued. Many of
individuals selected for this study have responded and we did not want to miss out on
your opinions. The questionnaire will take less than 10 minutes for you to complete. Your
participation is completely voluntary and all the information you provide will be kept as
confidential as possible. Please feel free to stop answering the questionnaire at any point
of time or to skip any question you do not feel comfortable answering. West Virginia
University’s Institutional Review Board (IRB) has acknowledgement of this study on file.
We realize that you are very busy and your time is extremely valuable. We
graciously ask you to spare approximately 10 minutes to complete the questionnaire.
Agricultural teachers like you are the only source of information to the study. If you
have any questions or would like a paper copy of the questionnaire, please contact either
of us at the information below.
Sincerely,
Hari K. Vommi, Ph.D. Candidate
West Virginia University
2056 Agricultural Sciences Bldg.
Morgantown, WV 26506-6018
Ph: (304) 293- 5629
Email: hari.vommi@mail.wvu.edu

Douglas D. LaVergne, Assistant Professor
West Virginia University
2056 Agricultural Sciences Bldg.
Morgantown, WV 26506-6018
Ph: (304) 293- 5536
Email: doug.lavergne@mail.wvu.edu

Agricultural and Extension Education
Phone: 304-293-5536
Fax: 304-293-3752
www.caf.wvu.edu

2044 Agricultural Sciences Bldg.
P.O. Box 6108
Morgantown, WV 26506
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Davis College of Agriculture, Natural Resources, and Design
May 3, 2012
Dear Agricultural Teacher,
Thank you for graciously taking time out of your busy schedule to assist us in
gaining valuable information concerning perceptions and needs of agricultural teachers
on classroom diversity and inclusion. During the last six weeks, several e-mails were sent
to you requesting your participation in the study. Our sincere gratitude and appreciation
goes out to all of you for helping us in this effort. The purpose of this correspondence
is to inform you that the study will be closing in seven days on Thursday, May 10,
2012 at 5 P.M. If you would like to participate in the study, please click on the link
below or cut and paste it into web browser address bar.
http://www.zoomerang.com/Survey/WEB22ETWHUZBWS
Many of your colleagues selected for this study have responded. We strongly
encourage you to consider taking part in this study. Again, this questionnaire will take
less than 10 minutes for you to complete. Your participation is completely voluntary and
all the information you provide will be kept as confidential as possible. Please feel free to
stop answering the questionnaire at any point of time or to skip any question you do not
feel comfortable answering. West Virginia University’s Institutional Review Board (IRB)
has acknowledgement of this study on file.
If you have any questions, please contact either of us at the information below.
Sincerely,
Hari K. Vommi, Ph.D. Candidate
West Virginia University
2056 Agricultural Sciences Bldg.
Morgantown, WV 26506-6018
Ph: (304) 293- 5629
Email: hari.vommi@mail.wvu.edu

Douglas D. LaVergne, Assistant Professor
West Virginia University
2056 Agricultural Sciences Bldg.
Morgantown, WV 26506-6018
Ph: (304) 293- 5536
Email: doug.lavergne@mail.wvu.edu

Agricultural and Extension Education
Phone: 304-293-5536
Fax: 304-293-3752
www.caf.wvu.edu

2044 Agricultural Sciences Bldg.
P.O. Box 6108
Morgantown, WV 26506
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